CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


1145  Market  Street 
Office  Building 

81.549  E 


MAY  1  4  1984 


CO 

PV 


PUBLICATION  DATE:  MAY  20,  1983 

PUBLIC  COMMENT  PERIOD:  MAY  20,  1983  THROUGH  JUNE  23,  1983 
PUBLIC  HEARING  DATE:  JUNE  23,  1983 
CERTIFICATION  DATE:  OCTOBER  20,  1983 


m 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 

REFERENCE 
BOOK 


Not  to  be  taken  from  the  Library 


SAN  FRANCISCO  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


3  1223  03629  8371 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  450 McAllister  street  •  san  francisco.  California  94102 


FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
1145  MARKET  STREET  OFFICE  BUILDING 

81.549E 
October  20,  1983 


PUBLICATION  DATE: 
PUBLIC  COMMENT  PERIOD: 
PUBLIC  HEARING  DATE: 
CERTIFICATION  DATE: 


MAY  20,  1983 

MAY  20,  1983  THROUGH  JUNE  23,  1983 
JUNE  23,  1983 
OCTOBER  20,  1983 


Changes  from  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR  are  indicated  by  solid  dots  at  the  beginning 
of  each  revised  section,  paragraph  or  table. 


D  REF  711=4097  EL275? 


1145  Market  Street- 
office  building   s  final 
1983. 


S.F.  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 
3  1223  03629  8371 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


Page 

SUMMARY  1 

I.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  6 

A.  Location  6 

B.  Objectives  of  Project  Sponsor  6 

C.  Project  Characteristics  and  Scheduling  6 

D.  Required  Approvals  16 

E.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  18 

A.  Land  Use  and  Zoning  18 

B.  Transportation  23 

C.  Air  Quality  27 

HI.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  28 

A.  Transportation  28 

B.  Air  Quality  39 

C.  Growth  Inducement  41 

IV.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  WHICH  WOULD  MINIMIZE  POTENTIAL 

PROJECT  IMPACTS  42 

V.    UNAVOIDABLE  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  47 

VI.    ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  48 

#  VH.    SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  55 
Vffl.    EIR  AUTHORS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED  114 

IX.    DISTRIBUTION  LIST  116 

#  X.    CERTIFICATION  MOTION  122 

APPENDICES  A-l 

A.  Final  Initial  Study  A-l 

B.  Transportation  A-75 

C.  Cumulative  Impact  Analysis  Methodology  A-83 

D.  Cumulative  Development  A-93 

E.  Air  Quality  A-101 

i 


LIST  OF  FIGURES 


Page 

1 

1. 

Site  Location  Map 

7 

2. 

Project  Location  Map 

8 

3. 

Market  Street  Facade 

9 

4. 

Building  Section  Looking  East 

10 

5. 

Street  Level  Plan 

12 

6. 

Photomontage 

13 

7. 

Photomontage 

14 

8. 

Photomontage 

15 

8A. 

Project  Area  Photograph 

16a 

9. 

Project  Area  Photographs 

17 

9A. 

Project  Area  Photographs 

18a 

10. 

Zoning  Map 

20 

11. 

Height  and  Bulk  Map 

21 

12. 

Off-Street  Parking  Facilities 

24 

13. 

Transit  Services 

26 

ii 


LIST  OF  TABLES 


Page 


1.  Project  Person  Trip  Generation  29 

2.  Project  and  Cumulative  Trip  Generation  During  P.M.  Peak  Hour  31 

3.  Existing  and  Projected  Intersection  Service  Levels  32 

4.  BART  Peak-Hour  Operating  Statistics  33 

5.  Projected  CO  Concentrations  at  Critical  Intersections  40 


i  i  i 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 

in  2014 


https://archive.org/details/1145marketstree2019sanf_0 


SUMMARY 


A.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  is  an  office  and  retail  building  which  would  be  located  on  the  south 
side  of  Market  Street  between  Seventh  and  Eighth  Streets  on  Assessor's  Block  3702,  Lots 
44-44A  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  project  site  measures  88  feet  along  the  Market 
Street  frontage  and  is  165  feet  deep  containing  a  total  of  14,520  square  feet.  The  project 
site  is  in  a  C-3-G  (Downtown  General  Commercial)  zoning  district.  A  maximum  Floor 
Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of  10  to  1  is  permitted  in  this  district  by  Section  124  of  the  Planning 
Code.  On  the  project  site,  the  maximum  permitted  gross  floor  area  is  145,200  square 
feet. 

The  proposed  structure  would  contain  13  floors  and  have  a  basement  for  utilities  and 
mechanical  equipment.  Total  gross  square  footage  contained  within  the  structure  would 
be  approximately  145,200  square  feet.  Approximately  137,200  gross  square  feet  would 
contain  office  use  on  Floors  2  through  13.  The  ground  floor  would  contain  about  8,000 
gross  square  feet  of  retail  space.  Office  use  of  the  project  with  ground-floor  retail  use 
would  be  consistent  with  C-3-G  zoning  and  would  be  similar  to  existing  and  approved 
adjacent  land  uses.  The  proposed  project  would  not  require  any  exceptions  to  the  City 
Planning  Code.  The  project  would  be  subject  to  discretionary  review  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission. 

The  ground-floor  retail  space,  building  lobby  and  elevators  would  be  accessible  via  a 
central  pedestrian  passageway  extending  from  the  Market  Street  side  of  the  building 
through  to  Stevenson  Street,  which  abuts  the  south  side  of  the  structure.  The  building 
£  would  be  set  back  12  feet  from  the  Market  Street  property  line  at  the  85-foot  height  level 
and  floors  above  that  level  would  be  progressively  stepped  back.  The  structure  would 
contain  light-grey  concrete  exterior  building  walls  with  clear  glass  windows  below  the  85- 
foot  level.  The  levels  stepped  inward  from  Market  Street  above  the  85-foot  level  would 
contain  clear  glass  panes  set  into  a  grid  pattern  of  white,  enameled  frames.  The  objective 
of  the  project  architects  is  to  design  a  light-colored  building  which  visually  relates  to  the 
scale,  bulk  and  proportions  of  buildings  in  the  project  area. 
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The  proposed  project  would  require  demolition  of  the  four-story,  43,560-square-foot  Civic 
Center  Market  building  on  the  project  site  that  is  vacant.  Estimated  project  construction 
costs  are  about  $10,000,000.  Construction  would  be  expected  to  begin  in  early  1984  and 
initial  occupancies  could  take  place  in  mid-1985. 

B.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

An  Initial  Study  and  Preliminary  Negative  Declaration  for  the  proposed  project  was 
published  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  on  May  21,  1982.  Upon  appeal  of  the 
Preliminary  Negative  Declaration,  the  City  Planning  Commission  found  that  an  EIR  was 
required  to  assess  the  growth  including  impacts,  and  cumulative  transportation  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project  (Resolution  9499).  The  Department  then  prepared  a  "Notice  that  an 
Environmental  Impact  Report  is  Determined  to  be  Required"  which  accompanies  the 
Initial  Study  included  as  Appendix  A  of  this  report.  Based  upon  the  Commission 
Resolution,  Initial  Study  and  above  "Notice,"  it  was  determined  that  the  project  would 
have  no  significant  effect  in  the  following  areas:  land  use  compatibility;  visual  quality 
and  urban  design;  employment,  housing  and  fiscal  impacts;  project-generated  transpor- 
tation impacts;  noise;  climate;  utilities  and  public  services;  biology;  land;  water;  energy; 
hazards;  and  cultural  impacts.  Impacts  covered  in  this  report  are  summarized  below. 

1.  Transportation 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  about  3,040  daily  person  trips,  approximately  490  of 
which  would  occur  during  the  p.m.  peak-hour.  The  project  would  contribute  about  1.0%  of 
the  cumulative  peak-hour  trip  generation  of  the  cumulative  office  projects  (page  30).  The 
project  would  generate  about  105  peak-hour  auto  trips.  The  addition  of  project  traffic 
would  not  change  intersection  service  levels  in  the  site  area  (see  page  32).  The  proposed 
project  would  increase  the  projected  peak-hour  load  for  the  twenty-five  Muni  lines  within 
2,000  feet  of  the  project  by  approximately  one  percent  (see  page  33).  The  project  would 
generate  a  parking  demand  for  about  150  parking  spaces.  The  parking  demand  generated 
by  the  project  would  increase  surrounding  parking  occupancy  from  about  92%  to  95%. 

Transportation  impacts  would  be  generated  by  the  cumulative  development  (including  the 
project)  of  17.3  million  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the  downtown  and  South  of 
Market  (SOMA)  areas.  This  development  would  generate  about  48,000  p.m.  peak-hour 
person-trips.   Based  upon  current  travel  patterns  these  trips  would  include  about  17,900 


2 


Summary 


trips  by  auto,  12,770  on  Muni,  6,805  on  BART,  3,680  on  A.C.  Transit,  2,015  each  on 
Southern  Pacific  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  and  755  on  Samtrans.  With  these  increases, 
each  of  the  various  travel  modes  would  experience  travel  demand  in  excess  of  existing 
capacity.  With  the  exception  of  Samtrans  and  Golden  Gate  Transit,  the  transit  carriers 
have  plans  for  expanded  capacity  commensurate  with  demand.  On  the  regional  highway 
network,  traffic  flows  would  be  jammed  during  most  of  the  3-7  p.m.  period.  This 
congestion  would  cause  backups  through  freeway  ramps  onto  city  streets.  No  major  street 
or  highway  improvements  are  anticipated. 

The  EIR  analysis  has  assumed  existing  travel  modes  would  continue.  Traffic  congestion 
and  parking  limitations  would  probably  result  in  increased  transit  usage  and  higher  auto 
occupancy.  These  factors  would  cause  changes  in  overall  travel  modes  and  these  changes 
cannot  be  specifically  projected.  This  modal  shift  would  be  particularly  sensitive  to  the 
lack  of  parking  for  further  downtown  and  SOMA  development. 

Without  the  project,  the  cumulative  effect  of  other  development  would  be  a  degradation 
from  unimpeded  to  impeded  pedestrian  flows  on  the  Market  Street  sidewalk  adjacent  to 
the  project  site  during  the  peak  hours. 

2.  Air  Quality 

No  violations  of  the  federal  8-hour  curbside  CO  standard  of  nine  parts  per  million  (ppm)  or 
state  one-hour  curbside  CO  standard  of  20  parts  per  million  (ppm)  are  predicted  to  occur 
under  existing  conditions  in  1988  with  or  without  the  project.  Neither  the  proposed 
project  nor  cumulative  development  in  the  project  vicinity  would  conflict  with  the  control 
strategies  contained  in  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan. 

3.  Growth  Inducement 

The  project  would  represent  an  additional  0.6%  of  cumulative  office  space  growth  in 
downtown  San  Francisco.  To  the  extent  that  the  project  would  attract  new  residents  or 
commuters  who  otherwise  would  not  have  been  attracted  to  San  Francisco  or  the  Bay 
Area,  the  project  may  be  viewed  as  employment-generating  and  growth-inducing. 
Employee  purchasing  power  could  stimulate  employee-oriented  retail  activity  in  the 
proposed  project  area.  The  project,  together  with  other  office  development,  could 
stimulate  additional  office  growth  in  the  vicinity  on  lots  currently  containing  lower 
intensity  land  uses. 


3 


Summary 


C.  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Main  mitigation  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  that  respond  to  EIR  impact 
analysis  are  included  below.  Other  mitigation  measures  responding  to  issues  outside  the 
scope  of  this  EIR  were  included  in  the  Initial  Study,  shown  as  Appendix  A,  page  A-l. 
These  additional  measures  remain  as  part  of  the  proposed  project  and  are  incorporated  in 
full  in  Chapter  IV.,  Mitigation,  page  42. 

1.  Transportation 

The  project  would  be  subject  to  the  transit  development  fee  imposed  under  Ordinance 
No.  224-81  if  that  fee  is  sustained  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  project  sponsor  would 
encourage  transit  use  by  employees  by  convenient  on-site  sales  of  BART,  Golden  Gate 
Transit  and  Muni  commute  books  and  passes,  and  promoting  employee  carpool/vanpool 
systems. 

The  project  sponsor  would  request  tenant  firms  to  implement  a  flexible  time  system  for 
employee  working  hours. 

The  project  sponsor  would  participate  in  any  future  area-wide  study  of  current  parking 
conditions  and  future  needs. 

2.  Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  to  implement  a  twice-daily  watering 
program  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  airborne  construction  dust. 

D.  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  include  the  No-Project  Alternative  wherein  none  of 
the  project's  impacts  would  occur  and  the  vacated  building  on  the  site  would  remain;  the 
Reduced  Building  Height  Alternative  which  would  create  a  bulkier  building,  but  reduce 
impacts  on  public  services,  transportation  systems,  air  quality,  housing  and  energy 
consumption  proportional  to  the  reduction  of  gross  floor  area;  the  On-site  Housing 
Alternative  which  provides  on-site  housing  under  a  scenario  of  reduced  office  space  to 
remain  within  the  10:1  FAR,  thereby  reducing  the  number  of  office  employees  and 
required  housing  units;  and  the  Guiding  Downtown  Development  Alternatives  which 
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compares  the  proposed  project  to  a  series  of  Department  of  City  Planning  proposals 
concerning  the  size,  design,  height  and  appearance  of  new  office  buildings  in  downtown 
San  Francisco,  under  office/commercial  and  office/commercial/housing  development 
scenarios. 
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I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  OBJECTIVES  OF  PROJECT  SPONSOR 

The  proposed  project  is  being  designed  for  general  office  use  by  corporations  or 
individuals  who  would  relocate  to  the  building  from  other  office  spaces  in  San  Francisco 
or  from  areas  outside  the  City.  The  project  sponsor,  Trinity  Properties,  Inc.,  San 
Francisco,  proposes  to  provide  office  space  to  tenants  desiring  to  be  located  on  or  near 
Market  Street  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  Architects  for  the  building  are  Backen,  Arrigoni 
and  Ross,  Inc.,  San  Francisco. 

B.  LOCATION 

The  proposed  project  would  be  an  office  building  located  on  the  south  side  of  Market 
Street  between  Seventh  and  Eighth  Streets  on  Assessors  Block  3702,  Lots  44-44A  (Figures 
1  and  2,  pages  7  and  8).  The  project  site  measures  88  feet  along  the  Market  Street 
frontage  and  is  165  feet  deep,  containing  a  total  of  14,520  square  feet.  The  project  site  is 
generally  within  the  Civic  Center  area,  one  to  two  blocks  away  from  Civic  Center 
buildings. 

C.  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS  AND  SCHEDULING 

The  proposed  structure  would  contain  13  floors,  and  have  a  basement  for  utilities  and 
mechanical  equipment  (Figures  3  and  4,  pages  9  and  10).  Total  gross  square  footage 
contained  within  the  structure  would  be  approximately  145,200  square  feet.  About 
137,200  gross  square  feet  would  contain  office  uses  on  Floors  2  through  13.  The  ground 
floor  would  contain  about  8,000  gross  square  feet  of  retail  space.  (Net  rentable  office 
space  would  be  about  105,000  square  feet.) 
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Site  Location  Map 


SOURCE:   S.F.  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 
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Project  Location  Map 


SOURCE:    Backen,  Arrigoni  and  Ross,  Architects 
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1.  Project  Description 


The  ground-floor  retail  space,  building  lobby  and  elevators  would  be  accessible  via  a 
central  pedestrian  passageway  extending  from  the  Market  Street  side  of  the  building  to 
Stevenson  Street,  which  abuts  the  south  side  of  the  structure.  (Figure  5,  page  12).  A 
loading  dock  providing  loading  space  for  a  standard  single-unit  truck  and  trash  bin  area 
would  be  located  at  the  rear  of  the  building  on  the  ground  floor  accessible  from  Stevenson 
Street.  No  short-  or  long-term  parking  would  be  provided. 

^  The  building  would  be  set  back  12  feet  from  the  Market  Street  property  line  at  the  85- 
foot  height  level,  and  floors  above  that  level  would  be  progressively  stepped  back.  An 
open-air  balcony  containing  potted  trees,  shrubs  and  vines  would  be  provided  at  each 
stepped  level.  The  structure  would  be  constructed  on  pilings  for  support  due  to  existing 
soil  characteristics.  The  building  would  be  framed  in  steel,  and  would  contain  light-grey 
concrete  exterior  building  walls  with  clear  glass  windows  below  the  85-foot  level.  The 
levels  stepped  away  (inward)  from  Market  Street  above  the  85-foot  level  would  contain 
clear  glass  window  panes  set  into  a  grid  pattern  of  white  enameled  frames.  The  objective 

of  the  project  architects  is  to  design  a  light-colored  building  with  a  crystalline  appearance 

I 

that  would  visually  relate  to  the  cornice  of  the  Federal  Building,  scale,  height,  bulk  and 
proportions  of  buildings  in  the  project  area  (Figures  6,  7  and  8,  pages  13,  14,  and  15).  The 
building  would  include  design  detailing  and  coloring  that  would  reflect  the  design  and 
coloring  of  the  Civic  Center  buildings  and  Federal  Office  Building  adjacent  to  the  United 
£  Nations  Plaza  on  the  north  side  of  Market  Street  opposite  the  project  site.  A  photograph 
of  the  Federal  Building,  Bay  Heritage  Building  and  United  Nations  Plaza  is  shown  on 
Figure  8A,  page  16A. 

The  structure  would  be  designed  with  a  base,  midsection  and  top  (Figure  3,  page  9).  The 
base  would  rise  85  feet  in  height.  The  Market  Street  face  of  the  base  would  be  visually 
defined  by  ceramic  tiles  at  the  base  and  top  of  the  columns.  The  balcony  at  the  second 
floor  and  the  setback  at  the  fifth  floor  would  be  fronted  with  decorative  iron  railings. 
The  columns  would  rise  from  the  second  floor  to  the  fifth  floor,  giving  vertical  emphasis 
to  the  balcony.  All  glass  in  the  base  of  the  structure  would  be  clear,  enabling  passers-by 
to  view  activities  within  the  building. 

The  building's  midsection,  composed  of  setbacks  and  terraces,  would  be  accessible  to 
building  tenants.  The  top  of  the  structure  (a  mechanical  penthouse)  would  consist  of  a 
vertical,  glass-enclosed  space  with  a  roof  pitched  on  two  sides  terminating  the  building's 
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1.  Project  Description 


height.  The  setbacks  of  the  midsection  and  top  of  the  structure  would  give  the 
appearance  of  a  building  that  is  increasingly  slender  at  upper  levels  up  to  the  roofline. 

The  proposed  project  would  require  demolition  of  the  four-story,  43,560-square-foot  Civic 

Center  Market  building  on  the  project  site  that  is  vacant  (Figure  9,  page  17).  The 

structure  previously  contained  a  delicatessen,  grocery  store  and  restaurant  on  the  ground 

floor,  occupying  about  14,500  gross  square  feet  of  space.  The  remainder  of  the  structure 
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was  devoted  to  office  space,  about  29,000  gross  square  feet.  The  proposed  project  would 
therefore  introduce  approximately  108,200  net  new  square  feet  of  office  space  on  the 
site.  Estimated  project  construction  costs  are  about  $10,000,000.  Construction  would  be 
expected  to  begin  in  early  1984  and  initial  occupancies  could  take  place  in  mid-1985. 


D.  REQUIRED  APPROVALS 

The  proposed  project  would  not  require  any  exceptions  to  the  City  Planning  Code  (see 

Section  11. A.,  Land  Use  and  Zoning,  page  18).     The  project  would   be   subject  to 

3 

Discretionary  Review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.  Evaluation  criteria  under  this 
process  applicable  to  the  proposed  project  would  include  the  protection  and  enhancement 
of  the  pedestrian  environment;  adequate  and  appropriate  means  of  transportation  to  and 
from  the  project  site;  energy  conservation;  physical  relationship  of  the  proposed  building 
to  its  environs;  and  effects  on  views  from  public  areas  and  on  the  City  skyline. 


Cornice:  A  horizontal  member  that  crowns  and  visually  defines  the  top  of  a  building. 

Backen,  Arrigoni  and  Ross,  Architects,  Michael  Chait,  telephone  communication, 
January  24,  1983  and  March  9,  1983. 

San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  8474,  adopted  January  17,  1980, 
applicable  to  all  proposals  in  the  C-3  district. 
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View  toward  United  Nations  Plaza  showing  the  Federal  Building  Cleft), 
and  Bay  Heritage  Building  (right). 


<   *> 

Project  Area  Photographs 


SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION  £  FigUte  NO.  8A 

 > 
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View  south  of  project  site  from  United  Nations  Plaza. 


View  southeast  of  project  site  from  north  side  of  Market  Street. 
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Project  Area  Photographs 
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SOURCE:     EIP  Corp. 


Figure  No.  9 


17 


H.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.  LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

1.  Land  Use 

£  The  project  site  is  within  an  urbanized,  developed  area  adjacent  to  the  Civic  Center.  The 
site  lies  adjacent  to  the  south  edge  of  the  north  of  Market  Area  (bounded  by  Market 
Street  on  the  south,  Van  Ness  Avenue  on  the  west,  Post  Street  on  the  north  and  Powell 
Street  on  the  east),  a  neighborhood  of  about  20,000  people  comprised  predominantly  of 
single,  elderly  white  males  and  Asian  immigrant  families.  Most  commercial  activity  in 
the  North  of  Market  Area  is  devoted  to  retail  sales  and  services  such  as  restaurants,  bars, 
shops,  grocery  markets  and  beauty  parlors,  some  of  which  cater  to  local  residents,  and 
others  which  cater  primarily  to  tourists  or  local  office  workers.  Most  housing  units  are  in 
large  apartment  buildings  and  residential  hotels  having  some  of  the  lowest  per-unit  rental 
costs  in  the  City.  The  project  site  is  also  located  on  the  northern  edge  of  the  South  of 
Market  Area  (bounded  by  Market  Street  on  the  north  and  west,  The  Embarcadero  on  the 
east,  and  by  China  Basin,  Division  and  Twelfth  Street  on  the  south).  The  approximate  ten 
square  block  area  south  of  Market  Street  near  the  project  site  contains  most  of  the  low- 
cost  family  housing  available  within  the  entire  South  of  Market  Area.  North  of  the  site, 
across  Market  Street,  are  the  United  Nations  Plaza,  the  5-story,  60-foot-high  Federal 
Office  Building;  the  4-story,  74-foot-high  Orpheum  Theater  (a  designated  City  landmark), 
and  the  6-story,  84-foot-high  Bay  Heritage  Financial  building  (Figure  2,  page  8). 

"Figure  9A,  page  18A  shows  the  Fulton  and  Leavenworth  Street  plaza  near  the  United 
Nations  Plaza  fountain.  Vehicle  use  of  Fulton  and  Leavenworth  Streets  terminate  at  Hyde 
and  McAllister  Streets,  respectively,  at  which  point  they  become  public  plaza  areas  that 
eventually  join  the  United  Nations  Plaza. 

The  95-foot-high  Mardikian  Building,  1170  Market  Street,  is  currently  under  construction 
directly  east  of  the  Orpheum  Theater.  Adjacent  to  the  proposed  project's  west  property 
line    is   the    11-story,    150-foot-high    1155    Market   Street    building   currently  under 
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Leavenworth  Street  portion  of  United  Nations  Plaza  [view  is  to  the  south  toward  the 
proposed  project  site). 


Project  Area  Photographs 


SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 


Figure  No.  9A 
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II.  Environmental  Setting 


construction,  which  would  be  devoted  to  office  use  with  ground  floor  retail  space. 
Buildings  east  of  the  site  are  devoted  to  office  use  including  ground-floor  retail  and 
restaurants;  the  Embassy  and  Strand  Theaters;  and  the  National  Hotel,  which  offers  daily, 
monthly  and  weekly  rates.  To  the  south  is  the  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  and  the  Odeon,  a 
residential  hotel.  The  Trinity  Apartments  and  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  occupy  most  of 
the  project  block.  Most  terminal  activities  occur  in  the  building  on  Seventh  Street  while 
bus  parking  is  provided  in  the  area  bordering  the  south  portion  of  the  project  site. 

Two  blocks  southwest  of  the  project  site  is  the  Fox  Plaza  complex  consisting  of  a  29-story 
structure  containing  residential  units,  office  and  retail  space,  and  a  companion  structure  2 
stories  high  containing  office  and  retail  space. 

Across  Eighth  Street  southwest  of  the  project  block  is  the  13-story  Holiday  Inn,  Franklin 
Savings,  the  10-story  San  Franciscan  Hotel  and  a  parking  structure.  A  17-story  expansion 
of  the  Holiday  Inn  (EE79.314)  has  been  approved,  but  has  not  been  constructed  on  a  site 
currently  containing  a  parking  structure.  Along  Mission  Street  near  the  project  site  there 
is  a  variety  of  commercial/retail  uses  including  clothing  outlets,  and  electronic,  auto 
repair  and  import-export  shops. 

The  project  site  currently  contains  the  4-story  Civic  Center  Market  building.  The  ground 
floor  of  the  structure  was  destroyed  by  fire  about  one  year  ago.  In  previous  years,  upper 
floors  of  the  building,  devoted  to  general  office  use,  were  vacated  when  tenant  leases 
were  not  renewed. 

2.  Zoning  and  Planning  Considerations 

The  project  site  is  in  a  C-3-G  (Downtown  General  Commercial)  zoning  district  (Figure  10, 
page  20).  A  maximum  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of  10  to  1  is  permitted  in  this  district  by 
Section  124  of  the  Planning  Code.  On  the  project  site,  the  maximum  permitted  gross 
floor  area  is  145,200  square  feet,  which  is  the  amount  proposed  in  the  project. 

The  height  and  bulk  district  for  the  site  is  240-G  (Figure  11,  page  21).  This  allows  a 
maximum  building  height  of  240  feet,  with  a  maximum  building  length  of  170  feet  and  a 
maximum  diagonal  dimension  of  200  feet  above  a  height  of  80  feet.  The  proposed  building 
would  be  189  feet,  six  inches  in  height  to  the  roofline,  have  a  maximum  length  of  165  feet 
and  a  maximum  diagonal  dimension  of  188  feet  above  a  height  of  80  feet.  A  mechanical 
penthouse  housing  the  elevator  machinery,  cooling  towers,  boiler  and  emergency 
generator  would  rise  26  feet  above  the  roofline. 
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SOURCE:    CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Figure  No.  10 
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II.  Environmental  Setting 


The  office  and  ground  floor  retail  uses  proposed  in  the  project  are  permitted  in  C-3-G 
districts  and  would  be  similar  to  existing  and  approved  adjacent  land  uses. 

Existing  office  space  in  downtown  San  Francisco  totals  about  57.2  million  gross  square 
feet  (see  Appendix  D,  Table  D-3,  page  A-98).  About  8.9  million  gross  square  feet  of 
office  space  is  currently  under  construction.  About  5.9  million  gross  square  feet  has  been 
formally  approved,  but  is  not  yet  under  construction,  and  an  additional  4  million  gross 
square  feet  of  office  space  is  under  formal  review.  Together  these  total  18.8  million 
gross  square  feet  of  new  office  space.  About  1.5  million  gross  square  feet  of  existing 
office  space  has  been  or  is  proposed  to  be  demolished  to  clear  the  sites  for  these  office 
developments.  This  results  in  a  net  addition  of  17.3  million  gross  square  feet  of  new 
office  space  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  For  analysis  purposes,  the  17.3  million  gross 
square  feet  of  net  new  space  is  used,  because  it  refers  to  the  amount  of  new  construction 
in  excess  of  existing  space  on  each  site  in  terms  of  gross  square  feet  of  floor  space.  If 
these  projects  were  all  completed,  San  Francisco  would  have  a  total  of  approximately  74.5 
million  square  feet  of  office  space. 

The  above  numbers  and  the  cumulative  analyses  in  this  report  are  based  on  a  list  of  office 
buildings,  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  On  January  27,  1983  each 
building  was  in  one  of  three  categories:  (1)  under  formal  review  by  the  Department  of 
City  Planning;  (2)  approved  but  not  yet  under  construction;  and  (3)  under  construction. 
These  buildings  and  the  total  square  feet  of  office  and  retail  space  in  each  category  are 
listed  in  Appendix  D,  Tables  D-l  and  D-2,  pages  A-94  and  A-97. 

The  cumulative  list  contains  only  those  buildings  which  are,  or  have  been,  formally  under 
review  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  or  for 
which  plans  are  well  defined.  Not  included  are  projects  which  are  in  an  early  planning 
stage  but  do  not  furnish  information  on  types  of  use  and  floor  areas  of  office  and  retail 
space.  Thus,  excluded  are  buildings  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area, 
Mission  Bay  of  the  Southern  Pacific  Land  Company,  the  Rincon  Hill-South  Beach 
Redevelopment  Area,  and  unfunded  state  and  federal  office  building  proposals.  The 
cumulative  list  does  contain  those  office  buildings  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Area  which  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved,  and  which  have  definitely  identified  floor  area  figures. 
The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  is  currently  considering  a  range  of  additional 
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II.  Environmental  Setting 


amounts  of  office  space  but  the  nature  and  scale,  including  floor  area,  are  tentative. 
Therefore,  potential  office  space  in  Yerba  Buena  Center  is  not  included.  The  general 
basis  for  future  development  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
Redevelopment  Plan  as  amended.  Hotel  projects  have  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative 
analyses  because  hotel  uses  have  different  parking  characteristics  from  office  buildings 
and  generally  do  not  significantly  affect  peak-hour  traffic  or  transit.  The  reason  for  this 
methodology  is  more  fully  explained  in  Appendix  C,  page  A-83. 

The  totals  indicated  in  Appendix  D,  Table  D-l,  page  A-94,  may  differ  from  those  shown  in 
earlier  EIRs  as  they  are  based  on  the  status  of  projects  as  of  January  27,  1983.  Some 
projects  included  in  earlier  totals  have  been  removed  from  the  cumulative  impact 
analyses  because  they  have  been  withdrawn  from  formal  review  or  for  other  reasons  of 
inactivity.  On  the  other  hand,  some  projects  not  included  in  earlier  totals  have  been 
added  to  the  cumulative  totals  because  they  have  been  activated.  In  sum,  the  lists  for  the 
cumulative  analyses  in  this  report  represent  to  the  extent  practicable  the  most  current 
official  record  of  office  buildings  completed,  in  progress,  or  in  the  review  process. 

The  discussion  of  cumulative  development  describes  in  static  terms  a  fluid  situation.  The 
environmental  setting  is  in  a  constant  state  of  flux  and  transition. 
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II.  Environmental  Setting 

B.  TRANSPORTATION 

1.  Street  and  Highway  Network 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  grid  network  of  local  streets  (see  Figure  1,   page  7). 

Market,  Fell,  Oak,  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets  are  important  east-west  streets  in  the 

vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.   Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Franklin,  Sixth,  Seventh,  Eighth, 

Ninth,  and  Tenth  Streets  are  important  north-south  streets.   All  of  the  foregoing  streets 

are  designated  "Major  Thoroughfares"  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's 

Comprehensive  Plan.1   In  the  project  area,  Market,  Mission,  Seventh,  Eighth,  (Ninth  and 

Tenth  between  Market  and  Mission)  Leavenworth,  Hyde,  and  Larkin  Streets  and  Van  Ness 

Avenue  are  designated  "Transit  Preferential  Streets"  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 

2 

City's  Comprehensive  Plan.  The  project  site  fronts  on  Market  and  Stevenson  Streets. 
Market  Street,  a  four-lane  street,  is  both  a  Major  Thoroughfare  and  Transit  Preferential 
Street  as  mentioned  above.  Stevenson  Street  is  a  two-lane  service  alley  providing  access 
to  buildings  located  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets. 

Regional  access  to/from  the  East  Bay  and  Peninsula  is  available  via  1-80,  1-280  and 
Highway  101,  with  ramps  located  south  of  the  project  site.  Access  to/from  the  North  Bay 
would  be  via  surface  streets  with  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  corridor  serving  as  the  probable 
route. 

The  project  site  is  within  the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area  as  designated  in  the 
Transportation  Element.  This  is  defined  as  an  area  where  "priority  must  be  given  to  the 
efficient  and  pleasant  movement  of  business  clients,  shoppers  and  visitors.  .  .  .  the  limited 
street  and  parking  space  within  this  core  should  be  available  for  these  functions"  and  "a 
continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  private  commuter  vehicle." 

2.  Parking 

Public  off-street  parking  facilities  have  been  surveyed  within  a  2,000  foot  walking 

3 

distance  of  the  site  (see  Figure  12,  page  24).  This  area  has  about  5,600  public  off-street 
spaces  available  with  an  occupancy  of  approximately  92%. 

The  Market  Street  block  face  has  an  unmetered,  four-vehicle  commercial  loading  zone 
near  Seventh  Street.  The  Seventh  Street  block  face  has  four  unmetered  commercial 
loading  zones. 
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II.  Environmental  Setting 


3.    Pedestrian  Facilities 

A  recent  transportation  study  for  the  project  area  showed  that  the  sidewalks  and 

crosswalks  serving  the  project  site  operate  at  "unimpeded"  conditions  during  peak  hours 

3 

(pedestrian  flow  definitions  are  included  in  Appendix  B,  Table  B-2,  page  A-76,  ). 


4.    Transit  Service 

The  project  site  is  within  2,000  feet  of  25  Muni  lines  (see  Figure  13,  page  26).  The  project 
site  would  also  be  served  by  BART  (via  the  Civic  Center  station),  Golden  Gate  Transit 
(via  the  Civic  Center  Transbay  routes),  and  San  Mateo  County  Transit  (via  bus  lines  on 
Mission  Street). 


Major  thoroughfare:  a  cross-town  thoroughfare  whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts 
within  the  City  and  to  distribute  traffic  from  and  to  the  freeways;  a  route  generally  of 
City-wide  significance.  From  the  Thoroughfare  Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of 
the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  adopted  by  Resolution  6834  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission,  April  27,  1982. 

i 

Transit  street:  an  important  street  for  transit  operations  where  interference  with  transit 
vehicles  by  other  traffic  should  be  minimized.  Transit  arterial  streets:  routes  of  major 
arterial  transit  lines.  From  the  Thoroughfare  Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the 
San  Francisco  General  Plan,  adopted  by  Resolution  6834  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission,  April  27,  1982. 

TJKM  Transportation  Consultants,  Preliminary  Draft  Transportation  Impact  Study  for 
the  1155  Market  Street  Building,  March  28,  1981  (EE81.25,  Final  Negative  Declaration 
issued  by  San  Francisco  DCP,  August  13,  1981). 
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II.  Environmental  Setting 


C.  AIR  QUALITY 

Because  air  quality  standards  are  not  met  in  all  areas  of  the  Bay  Area,  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Plan,  as  part  of  the  Environmental  Management  Plan  (EMP)  and  State 
Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  for  California,  has  been  prepared  by  the  Association  of  Bay 
Area  Governments  (ABAG)  and  other  governmental  agencies.*  This  Plan  contains  a 
strategy  for  the  long-term  attainment  and  maintenance  of  air  quality  standards.  It 
includes  measures  to  reduce  emissions  from  stationary  sources  and  automobiles  and 
suggests  transportation  measures  to  reduce  automobile  emissions.  The  air  quality 
problems  addressed  in  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan  are  photochemical  oxidants,  carbon 
monoxide,  and  suspended  particulates. 

The  Plan  has  been  revised  to  adjust  the  strategies  for  attainment  of  air  quality  standards 
2 

by  1987.  This  effort  focused  on  updating  plan  assumptions,  reviewing  implementation  of 
adopted  controls  and  analyzing  and  recommending  new  controls.  The  revisions  address 
carbon  monoxide  and  ozone  air  pollution  issues. 

Prevailing  winds  in  San  Francisco  are  from  the  northwest  and  tend  to  transport  air 

pollutants  to  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area.  However,  there  are  periods,  usually  in  the  fall 

and  winter,  when  the  air  in  San  Francisco  becomes  stagnant.   At  these  times  the  entire 

Bay  Area  has  poor  air  quality.    In  1980,  state  and  federal  standards  for  total  suspended 

particulates  (TSP)  were  exceeded  in  San  Francisco;  in  1981,  only  the  state  standards  for 

suspended  particulates  was  violated.  In  1980  and  1981  other  measured  pollutants  were  all 

3  4 

below  the  standards.   (See  Appendix  E,  page  A- 101).  »    The  state  24-hour  TSP  standard 

2 

was  violated  on  one  occasion. 


Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  1979  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  Berkeley, 
California,  January  1979. 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  Draft  for  Public 
Review,  Berkeley,  California,  July  1982. 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  Air  Currents,  Vol.  24,  No.  3,  San  Francisco, 
California,  March  1981. 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  Air  Currents,  Vol.  25,  No.  3,  San  Francisco, 
California,  March  1982. 
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ffl.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


INTRODUCTION 

An  Initial  Study  of  the  proposed  project  was  published  on  January  28,  1982.  Based  on  the 
findings  of  the  Initial  Study,  a  Preliminary  Negative  Declaration  was  issued  on  the  project 
on  May  21,  1982.  An  appeal  to  this  determination  was  filed  with  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  on  June  1,  1982.  On  September  2,  1982,  the  City  Planning  Commission 
determined  that  the  proposed  project  may  have  significant  environmental  impacts  and 
that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  required.  In  accordance  with  the 
Commission's  action,  this  focused  EIR  provides  further  impact  analysis  in  the  areas  of 
cumulative  development  in  the  context  of  transportation  and  air  quality  impacts,  and 
growth  inducement.  The  Initial  Study  is  included  as  Appendix  A,  page  A-l,  of  this  EIR. 
Project-generated  transportation  and  air  quality  impacts  are  included  for  informational 
purposes  and  provide  a  preface  to  the  cumulative  analysis. 

A.  TRANSPORTATION 

1.  Project  and  Cumulative  Trip  Generation/Distribution 

The  City's  transportation  impact  analysis  guidelines  suggest  that  17.5  daily  person  trips 

should  be  assumed  as  the  trip  generation  rate  per  1,000  square  feet  of  net  area  in  an 

office  project.*   It  is  estimated  that  the  project's  commercial  areas  would  generate  150 

2  3 

daily  person/trips  per  1,000  square  feet  of  net  retail  area.  ' 

The  proposed  project  would  have  a  net  office  area  of  105,000  square  feet  and  a  retail  area 

of  8,000  square  feet.  As  shown  in  Table  1,  page  29,  the  proposed  project  would  generate 

about  3,040  daily  person  trips  of  which  approximately  1,110  would  be  work  trips  and  1,930 

would  be  non-work  trips.    Approximately  490  of  the  daily  trips  would  occur  during  the 

evening  peak-hour.    It  is  estimated  that  up  to  25%  of  the  commercial  trips  would  be 

4 

internal  —  trips  by  office  employees  to/from  the  commercial  areas. 
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III.  Environmental  Impacts 


Cumulative  travel  for  downtown  office  projects  under  construction,  approved  or  under 
formal  review  as  of  January  27,  1983  as  listed  in  Appendix  D,  Table  D-l  page  A-94  (about 
17.3  million  gross  square  feet),  would  be  approximately  48,000  peak-hour  person  trips. 
The  1145  Market  Street  project  would  amount  to  about  1.0%  of  the  cumulative  peak-hour 
trip  generation  of  these  projects. 

Cumulative  downtown  travel  reflects  a  land  use  approach.  An  alternative  methodology 
involves  travel  projections  based  upon  future  employment  in  San  Francisco  (and 
throughout  the  region).  Essentially  the  land  use  approach  results  in  travel  estimates 
which  are  15%  higher  than  those  developed  by  the  employment  trend  approach. 
Appendix  C,  pages  A-83  to  A-91,  discusses  the  differences  between  the  two  approaches. 

Based  upon  national  research  and  the  suggested  modal  split  in  the  City  guidelines,  the 
apportionment  of  project  trip  generation  has  been  calculated  and  compared  to  the 
cumulative  trip  generation  of  other  development.  The  trip  totals  are  outlined  in  Table  2, 
page  31,  and  are  the  basis  for  all  trip-related  impact  analyses. 

2.  Street  Network 

Assuming  an  auto  occupancy  of  1.4  the  project  would  generate  a  total  of  about  105  auto 

5 

trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.     Because  the  project  would  not  include  parking,  project 

traffic  would  be  to/from  a  variety  of  parking  facilities  and  would  tend  to  be  dispersed  on 

the  area's  streets.    If  two-thirds  of  the  project  traffic  traveled  through  the  analyzed 

intersections,  volumes  at  these  locations  would  increase  by  1-2%.   Cumulative  downtown 

office  development  (projects  under  construction,  approved  or  under  formal  review  as  of 

g 

January  27,  1983),  would  increase  existing  downtown  office  space  by  about  35%  to  40%. 
If  traffic  to  and  from  downtown  increased  proportionally,  the  effects  on  intersection 
service  levels  would  be  as  outlined  in  Table  3,  page  32. 
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III.  B.  Transportation  Impacts 


TABLE  2 

PROJECT  AND  CUMULATIVE  PERSON  TRIP  GENERATION  DURING 

P.M.  PEAK  HOUR 


Mode  and  Distribution 

Office 

Project 

Commercial 

Other 
Development 

Total 

Auto 

135 

10 

17,750 

17,895 

Muni 

105 

15 

12,650 

12,770 

BART 

55 

— 

6,750 

6,805 

AC  Transit 

30 

— 

3,650 

3,680 

SamTrans 

5 

750 

755 

SP 

15 

2,000 

2,015 

GGT 

15 

2,000 

2,015 

Ferry 

5 

600 

605 

Charter  Bus 

100 

100 

Other 

10 

1,200 

1,305 

TOTALS 

3752 

1202 

47,450 

47,945 

Includes  30  pedestrian  trips  to/from  commercial  areas  which  would  be  internal  to  the 
proposed  project. 

The  sum  of  these  numbers  exceeds  the  490  person-trip  projection  (see  Table  1,  page  29) 
because  intermodal  transfers  are  included.  These  transfers  are  reflected  in  the  modal 
split  distribution  outlined  in  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  -  Transportation 
Impacts,  June  1980  (revised  October  1980). 

Source:  Modal  split  factors  for  office  buildings  contained  in  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Evaluation  -  Transportation  Impacts,  Department  of  City 
Planning,  San  Francisco,  July  3,  1980  (revised  October  1980).  Model  split  for 
commercial  derived  from  Transportation  Engineering  Journal  of  ASCE, 
January  1982,  page  15. 
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III.  Environmental  Impacts 


TABLE  3 


EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  INTERSECTION  SERVICE  LEVELS 


Service  Levels 


Intersection 


Existing 


1985  w/o  Project 


1985  With  Project 


Mission/Seventh 
Mission/Eighth 
Harrison/Seventh 
Harrison/Eighth 


B 

C-D 


A 

A 


D-E 
E-F 
C 

B-C 


E-F 
C 

B-C 


D-E 


Source: 


EIP  Corporation.  See  Appendix  B,  pages  A-78  to  A-81  for  calculations.  See 
Table  B-l,  page  A-75  for  service  level  definitions. 


The  Mission/Seventh  and  Mission/Eighth  intersections  would  be  approaching  unstable 

flows,  while  the  Harrison/Seventh  and  Harrison/Eighth  intersections  would  continue  to 

operate  satisfactorily.   An  increase  of  1-2%  in  intersection  volumes  (due  to  the  project) 

would  not    result  in  a  further  decrease  in  intersection  service  levels.    The  downtown 

freeway  network  is  also  a  constraint  on  vehicle  access  to/from  the  project  area.  The 

Interstate  80  freeway  operates  at  jammed  conditions  (service  level  E-F)  during  the 
g 

evening  peak-hour.  Thus,  the  overall  congestion  on  the  freeway  can  affect  the  flow  on 
specific  freeway  links,  or  individual  ramps  or  City  streets  approaching  the  ramps. 

These  traffic  impacts  assume  that  new  downtown  employees  (generated  by  cumulative 
development)  would  continue  to  follow  existing  modal  split  patterns.  Because  the  regional 
highway  network  is  operating  virtually  at  capacity  during  the  p.m.  peak-hour,  new 
employees  may  choose  to  shift  to  alternate  modes.  This  shift  would  also  reflect  the  very 
limited  parking  available.  As  outlined  in  subsequent  sections,  BART,  AC  Transit  and 
Southern  Pacific  service  would  increase  capacity  within  the  next  five  years.  Although 
these  systems  would  still  be  congested,  they  could  attract  an  increasing  share  of  the 
peak-  hour  travel.  A  secondary  mode  shift  would  be  the  increased  formation  of  carpools 
and/or  vanpools.  With  potential  trends  for  increased  transit  usage  and  vehicle  occupancy, 
the  actual  cumulative  effects  on  the  street  network  and  parking  demand  would  be 
correspondingly  reduced. 
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3.    Transit  Service 

a.  Muni 

Table  B-3,  Appendix  B,  page  A-77,  outlines  existing  and  projected  p.m.  peak-hour 
ridership  on  Muni  lines  outbound  from  the  downtown  area.  The  projections  include 
increased  ridership  due  to  downtown  development  which  is  under  construction,  has  been 
approved  or  is  under  formal  review  as  of  January  27,  1983.  A  load  factor  of  1.00 
indicates  ridership  that  is  150%  of  the  available  seating  for  bus  lines  and  220%  of 
available  seating  on  Muni  Metro  vehicles.  Of  the  25  lines  serving  the  project  area,  21 
lines  are  projected  to  have  load  factors  equal  to  or  greater  than  1.00  and  these  lines  would 
experience  extremely  congested  conditions  (a  load  factor  of  1.00  reflects  full  capacity 
and  is  considered  to  be  the  maximum  acceptable  load  factor).  The  project  would  add 
about  120  p.m.  peak  hour  passengers  to  these  lines  (Table  2,  page  31),  representing  an 
increase  of  about  1.0%  in  the  total  projected  ridership  for  all  lines  serving  the  site.  The 
load  factors  would  not  be  measurably  affected  by  the  project  (see  Table  B-3,  page  A-77). 

Muni  projects  a  19%  increase  in  system  capacity  over  the  next  five  years.  This  increase 

would  reflect  added  capacity  in  the  Muni  Metro  light-rail  service,  and  the  replacement  of 

.   .  .  7 

existing  buses  with  articulated  coaches.      This  capacity  increase  would  relieve  the 

projected  load  factors;  specific  benefits,  however,  would  depend  upon  a  more  detailed 

improvement  program  with  capacity  increases  cited  for  each  route. 

b.  BART 

BART  staff  have  provided  the  p.m.  peak-hour  operating  statistics  for  outbound  trains  at 

g 

their  peak  load  points  (during  October-December  1982):  Existing  patronage  plus  the  55 
trips  that  would  be  generated  by  the  project,  in  addition  to  cumulative  development 
patronage,  are  outlined  in  Table  4. 


Seats 

Passengers 
Average  load  factor 


TABLE  4 

BART  PEAK-HOUR  OPERATING  STATISTICS 
 East  Bay    Daly  City 


With  Project 
With  and 
Existing  Project  Cum.  Dev. 

9,924      9,924  9,924 
13,556    13,595  18,300 
1.37        1.37  1.84 


With  Project 
With  and 
Existing  Project  Cum.  Dev. 


6,912 
5,821 
0.84 


6,912 
5,837 
0.84 


6,912 
7,900 
1.14 


Load  factors  on  the  BART  system  represent  the  ratio  of  passengers  to  available  seats. 


*  Based  on  downtown  office  projects  under  construction,  approved  or  under  formal  review 
as  of  January  27,  1983  as  listed  in  Appendix  D,  Table  D-l,  page  A-94. 
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The  proposed  project  and  cumulative  downtown  office  development  would  increase  BART 

ridership  by  about  6,800  riders.  East  Bay  trains  would  experience  average  peak-hour  load 

factors  of  1.8-1.9  and  higher  factors  on  certain  peak  trains  while  Daly  City  trains  would 

experience  average  peak-hour  load  factors  of  1.1-1.2.    The  proposed  project  would  add 

55  passengers  (less  than  0.3%)  to  the  existing  BART  patronage  and  there  would  not  be  a 

measurable  increase  in  these  load  factors.   BART's  short-term  (five-year)  improvement 

program  calls  for  an  approximate  20%  increase  in  capacity  (with  added  cars  and  some 

9 

decrease  in  headways).     These  improvements  would  allow  the  peak-hour  load  factors  to 

average  1.4-1.5  on  East  Bay  trains  0.9-1.0  on  Daly  City  trains.    Although  funding  and 

scheduling  is  more  tenuous,  the  Daly  City  tail  track  would  improve  system  capacity  by  an 

additional  50%.  This  improvement  would  allow  average  load  factors  of  about  1.0  on  East 

9 

Bay  trains  and  0.6  on  Daly  City  trains. 

The  projected  load  factors  (with  cumulative  development)  of  1.8-1.9  would  represent  an 
average  of  130-140  p.m.  peak-hour  passengers  on  a  72-seat  BART  car.  The  planned 
system  improvements  would  reduce  peak-hour  load  factors  so  that  few  (if  any)  standees 
would  be  present. 

c.  Golden  Gate  Transit 

Golden  Gate  Transit  District  operates  147  buses  out  of  the  downtown  area  during  the 
afternoon  peak  hour,  about  120  buses  on  Financial  District  routes,  and  27  buses  on  Civic 
Center  routes.  On  the  average,  these  buses  run  at  90-95%  of  their  design  capacity 
level  as  set  by  Golden  Gate  policy  (i.e.,  at  seating  capacity).  Golden  Gate  Transit  allows 
a  maximum  (crush)  capacity  of  59  passengers  per  bus,  corresponding  to  ten  standees, 
which  equals  8,675  peak-hour  riders.  Current  peak-hour  ridership  out  of  downtown  is 
estimated  at  6,620  passengers.  On  certain  peak  runs,  there  may  be  more  than  ten 
standees. 

With  a  maximum  capacity  of  8,675  peak-hour  passengers,  the  effect  of  cumulative 
downtown  development  would  be  to  raise  patronage  to  about  8,600  passengers  (99%  of 
capacity).  The  proposed  project  would  add  15  trips  to  the  projected  ridership  (see  Table  2, 
page  31)  a  patronage  increase  of  about  0.9%  on  the  Civic  Center  routes.  Because  of 
financial  limitations,  the  District  would  probably  not  be  able  to  increase  its  capacity  to 
accommodate  the  increased  demand.  Any  further  patronage  beyond  current  cumulative 
development  shown  in  Table  D-l,  Appendix  D,  page  A-94  could  not  be  accommodated. 
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d.  AC  Transit 

AC  Transit  operates  about  200  buses  outbound  from  the  Transbay  Terminal  during  the 
p.m.  peak-hour.**  Based  on  a  capacity  of  125%  of  available  seating  (AC  policy  accepts 
25%  standees)  and  an  average  of  50  seats  per  bus,  space  for  12,500  passengers  is  available. 
With  a  current  peak-hour  patronage  of  9,000  during  the  peak  hour,  the  overall  capacity 
reserve  is  3,500.  Within  the  peak  hour,  certain  of  the  peak  runs  have  higher  load  factors 
and  therefore  no  excess  capacity. 

The  proposed  project  and  cumulative  development  would  generate  about  3,680  trips, 
exceeding  the  3,500-person  capacity  reserve.  AC  Transit  staff  indicate  that  capacity  will 
be  increased  about  10%  (to  about  13,500  passengers)  over  the  next  three  to  four  years, 
which  will  raise  the  capacity  reserve.  The  projected  patronage  ,  including  patronage  from 
cumulative  development  outlined  in  Table  D-l,  Appendix  D,  page  A-94,  of  about  13,200 
persons  could  be  accommodated  within  the  system  capacity.  Each  bus  would  have  an 
average  of  15-20  standees. 

e.  Southern  Pacific 

Current  services  provide  11  southbound  trains  with  9,000  seats  during  the  p.m.  peak- 
12 

hour.  The  current  load  factor  (based  on  one  seat  per  passenger)  is  0.83,  or 
approximately  7,470  seats. 

Southern  Pacific  service  will  be  improved  by  the  addition  (within  three  to  five  years)  of 

approximately  1,200  seats  to  the  southbound  peak-hour  capacity.    With  the  system's 

existing  reserve  capacity  of  about  1,530  seats,  the  total  capacity  reserve  would  be 

12 

increased  to  about  2,730  seats. 

The  proposed  project  and  cumulative  development  from  the  projects  included  in  Table 
D-l,  Appendix  D,  page  A-94,  would  generate  about  2,015  new  peak-hour  passengers  which 
could  be  accommodated  without  exceeding  peak-hour  capacity. 

f.  SamTrans 

There  are  currently  24  SamTrans  buses  leaving  the  downtown  area  during  the  afternoon 

peak  hour.  They  operate  at  about  100%  of  seating  capacity,  corresponding  to  peak-hour 

13 

ridership  of  about  1,200  passengers.  With  a  a  maximum  capacity  acceptable  to  the 
District  of  125%  of  available  seats,  it  is  estimated  that  there  is  a  reserve  capacity  for  300 
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passengers.  The  patronage  from  the  proposed  project  and  cumulative  development  (755 
passengers)  would  exceed  the  available  300-passenger  reserve  capacity  of  SamTrans.  The 
proposed  project  would  add  about  five  passengers  of  the  trips  generated  by  new 
development  (see  Table  2,  page  31).  No  specific  capacity  improvements  have  been  cited 
by  the  District;  without  added  capacity,  each  peak-hour  bus  would  have  an  average  of 
about  30  standees. 

4.  Parking 

The  proposed  project  would  incur  a  total  parking  demand  of  about  150  spaces,  calculated 
as  follows: 

1,110  daily  office  and  retail  work  trips  x  35%  auto  mode  :  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  : 
2  trips  per  vehicle  =  140+  long-term  spaces 

790  daily  non-work  (office)  trips  x  10%  auto  :  1.4  (^uto  occupancy)  :  2  trips  per 
vehicle  :  5.7  turnovers  daily  =  5+  short-term  spaces 

1,140  daily  non-work  commercial  trips  x  10%  auto  :  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  :  2 
trips  per  vehicle  :  5.7  turnovers  daily  =  5+  short  term  spaces 

Based  upon  the  above  calculations,  the  addition  of  this  parking  demand  would  increase 
parking  occupancy  from  about  92%  to  95%  in  the  area  surveyed  (see  page  23  of  this 
document).  The  proposed  101  Hayes  project  (81.54GE)  would  displace  an  existing  65-space 
lot.  Cumulative  parking  demand  will  also  be  generated  by  other  approved  projects  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  The  parking  displacement  and  additional  parking  demand 
by  the  United  Nations  Plaza  building  and  the  1155  and  1170  Market  office  buildings 
(currently  under  construction),  would  probably  result  in  100%  parking  occupancy  in  the 
area  of  the  proposed  project.  As  parking  occupancy  approaches  100%,  employees  may 
chose  to  park  further  from  their  place  of  employment  or  shift  to  public  transit  or  carpools 
as  alternate  modes  of  travel. 

The  proposed  project  would  generate  an  average  demand  for  one  freight  loading  space  per 
14 

hour.      The  project  would  provide  one  space  accessible  from  Stevenson  Street,  which 

would   meet  the  requirement  of  Section  152  of  the  City  Planning  Code  and  the 

15 

recommendation  made  in  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9286.  The  loading 
space,  measuring  10  feet  wide  and  25  feet  long,  would  not  meet  the  recommended 
minimum  dimensions  (12'  x  35')  contained  in  Resolution  9286,  of  which  the  Planning 
Commission  has  pursued  implementation  as  a  matter  of  policy.    Larger  tractor-trailer 
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trucks  would  be  unable  to  maneuver  into  the  loading  space  due  to  the  28  foot  (curb-to- 
curb)  width  of  Stevenson  Street. 

5.  Pedestrian  Flows 

With  no  on-site  parking,  virtually  all  of  the  project's  trips  would   involve  some  walking. 

The  cumulative  effect  of  other  development  would  be  a  degradation  from  unimpeded  to 

16 

impeded  pedestrian  flows  on  the  Market  Street  sidewalk  during  the  peak  hours. 

The  proposed  project's  primary  access  would  be  on  Market  Street;  pedestrian  access  would 
also  be  available  on  Stevenson  Street.  If  one-half  of  the  project's  pedestrian  travel 
occurred  on  the  Market  Street  sidewalk  during  the  peak  hours  exclusive  of  cumulative 
development,  the  existing  pedestrian  flows  would  increase  by  about  30%.  With  this 
increase,  the  pedestrian  flows  would  remain  within  the  unimpeded  category. 

Note: 

Under  the  recent  (September,  1983)  City  guidelines  for  the  analysis  of  transportation 
impacts,  the  project's  travel  would  be  calculated  as  outlined  in  Table  la.  The  project's 
3685  daily  trips  would  be  about  21%  higher  than  originally  calculated  in  the  EIR.  The  new 
calculation  of  peak  hour  trips  however,  would  be  approximately  22%  less  than  originally 
calculated.  These  changes  in  trip  generation  reflect  recent  research  which  indicates  that 
while  offices  generate  somewhat  higher  daily  travel  than  previously  anticipated,  this 
travel  is  more  evenly  distributed  throughout  the  day  with  fewer  peak  hour  trips. 

Because  peak  hour  project  travel  would  be  less  than  originally  calculated,  the  project's 
impacts  on  traffic  and  transit  services  would  be  reduced  accordingly. 

The  new  guidelines  also  indicate  a  lower  auto  usage  (and  correspondingly  higher  transit 
usage)  than  previously  assumed.  Accordingly,  project  parking  would  be  84  spaces, 
calculated  as  follows: 

995  daily  office  work  trips  x  19%  auto  mode  -  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  -  2  trips  per 
vehicle  =  68  +  long-term  spaces 

1490  daily  non-work  (office)  trips  x  10%  auto  -  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  -  2  trips  per 
vehicle  5.7  turnovers  daily  =  9  +  short-term  spaces 


37 


03 
CP 
to 


co 


Ex 

3 

O 

EC 


o 

CO 
CM 


CNJ 


00 


cp 

e 

CD 


C 

o 


g  8 

5  ■ 

P  Dm 

#  .5 


io 


o 
a 

CO 

c 

CO 


O 
i— i 
EH 

< 
PS 
W 
55 
W 

a 

to 

l-H 

PS 
EH 

Eh 

o 

w 
o 

PS 

Oh 


CO 

to 

l-H 

J 

w 

Q 

l-H 

D 
O 

EH 

l-H 

u 

C5 

oo 
Oi 
1— I 

PS 
to 

pa 
w 

Oh 

H 
CZ2 

O 

z 

I— I 
CO 
P 


I 

O 


is 

D  h  Ch 
o  o 


I  CO 

«*H     C  Ch 

+3  ^  ^ 

S3    £-  £- 

PS  O  O 


>>  co 

•~  & 


CP 


o 

E-  a<: 

Soil 
P  to 


CP 
D 

C 

CC 
-J 


o 


io 


o 

CO 

o 


CO 

** 

cn" 


co 

o 
o 
o 


00 


cr 

CO 

o 

O  CP 
CN  O 

co  *s 


C2 


5R 
co 


o 
o 

CM 


o 

CO 

o 


to 

00 
CO 

CO 


o 

LO 


+->  CO 

°  i 

o 

oo  O 


CP 

> 

CP 

PS 


c 

CP 

E 
c 

o 

Eh 
> 

c 

w 

Km 

CO 
CP 

c 

■— I 

CP 

=3 

c 

ho 
c 

•  ^ 

c 
c 

CO 

l-H 

0- 

>> 

-4-> 

•  — • 


c 

CP 

E 
■*-> 

Si 

CO 
CL 
CP 

p 

o 
o 

CO 

o 

C 

CO 
t- 

c 

CO 
CO 


CP 

£co" 
3  00 
O  05 
CO  i-( 


37a 


50  daily  retail  work  trips  x  6%  auto  -  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  -  2  trips  per  vehicle  =  1 
space 

1,140  daily  non-work  retail  trips  x  9%  auto  -  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  -  2  trips  per  vehicle 
-  5.7  turnovers  daily  =  6  +  short-term  spaces. 

With  this  reduced  parking  demand,  the  area's  parking  occupancy  would  increase  by  about 
1.5%  (from  92%  to  93.5%),  not  3%  as  originally  calculated  in  the  EIR. 


*San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  - 
Transportation  Impacts,  June  1980,  revised  October  1980. 

2 

Caltrans,  Eleventh  Progress  Report  on  Trip  Ends  Generation,  July  1976,  page  168. 

3 

Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Trip  Generation,  Virginia,  1979. 

4 

Surveys  of  financial  and  retail  travel  characteristics  by  EIP  Corporation,  on  file  at  OER, 
450  McAllister  Street. 

^National  Cooperative  Highway  Research  Program,  Urban  Travel  Patterns  for  Hospitals, 
Universities,  Office  Buildings  and  Capitals,  Report  No.  62,  1969. 

g 

Scott  MacCalden,  Senior  Engineer,  Highway  Operations  Branch,  Caltrans,  telephone 
conversation,  December  28,  1981. 

7 

Municipal  Railway,  Municipal  Railway  Rehabilitation  and  Replacement  Plans,  May  20, 
1982. 

8 

John  Stamas,  BART  Planner,  personal  communication,  November  4,  1982. 

g 

Ward  Belding,  BART  Planner,  telephone  conversation,  December  7,  1982. 

10Alan  Zahradnik,  Golden  Gate  Transit  Planner,  telephone  conversation,  April  13,  1982. 

11Gene  Gardner,  AC  Transit  Planner,  telephone  conversation,  August  9,  1982. 
12 

Ben  Chuck,  Senior  Transportation  Planner,  Caltrans,  telephone  conversation, 
August  9,  1982. 
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Gregory  Kipp,  SamTrans  Planner,  telephone  conversation,  August  9,  1982. 


Wilbur  Smith  and  Associates,  Center  City  Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement 
Study,  September  1980,  page  73. 

Guidelines  adopted  by  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  on  January  21,  1982,  described 
in  Resolution  No.  9286;  guidelines  based  on  findings  in  the  San  Francisco  Center  City 
Pedestrian  Circulation  and  Goods  Movement  Study,  September  1980,  Wilbur  Smith  and 
Associates. 


TJKM  Transportation  Consultants,  Preliminary  Draft  Transportation  Impact  Study  for  the 
1155  Market  Street  Building,  March  28,  1981  (EE81.25,  Final  Negative  Declaration  issued 
by  San  Francisco  DCP,  August  13,  1981).  Updated  to  reflect  the  U.N.Plaza  project 
(EE  79.133). 


i 
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B.  AIR  QUALITY 

The  project  would  be  a  source  of  atmospheric  emissions  because  of  the  vehicular  traffic  it 
would  generate.  On  the  local  scale,  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  is  the  predominant  pollutant 
emitted  by  motor  vehicles  because  the  CO  standard  is  the  air  quality  standard  most  often 
violated  due  to  traffic  on  city  streets.  Projected  CO  concentrations  for  1988  for  the  two 
intersections  most  heavily  impacted  by  the  project  were  calculated  both  with  and  without 
the  proposed  project.  The  calculations  assume  that  other,  cumulative  planned  and 
proposed  projects  in  the  downtown  area  would  have  been  built.  These  results  are  shown  in 
Table  5,  page  40.  The  results  represent  the  exposure  a  person  would  have  at  the  worst 
curbside  location  during  worst-case  meteorological  conditions.  The  highest  concentration 
would  occur  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  most  likely  on  a  winter  evening. 

These  results  indicated  that  no  violations  of  state  or  federal  CO  air  quality  standards 
would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  project  or  projected  cumulative  downtown  development. 
Since  CO  concentrations  drop  off  rapidly  with  distance  from  curbside,  occupants  of 
nearby  buildings  would  be  exposed  to  lower  concentrations  of  CO  than  reported  in  Table  5. 

Cumulative  development  would  result  in  CO  concentrations  in  1988  which  would  be 
similar  to  1982  levels  without  cumulative  development.  This  is  because  ongoing  state  and 
federal  emissions  controls  are  expected  to  result  in  lower  vehicular  emissions  rates  in 
1988  than  in  1982,  but  the  predicted  additional  traffic  volumes  in  1988  offset  a  portion  of 
the  expected  gains  from  the  "cleaner"  cars. 

The  impact  of  the  project  on  regional  air  quality  would  be  due  to  the  net  increase  in 

vehicle  miles  travelled  (VMT)  by  project-related  traffic  which  would  total  approximately 

26,000  VMT  daily.   This  would  be  about  .03%  of  regional  VMT  and  would  not  result  in  a 

measurable  air  quality  impact.*    The  increase  in  cumulative  total  daily  VMT  due  to 

2 

cumulative  downtown  projects  would  be  less  than  0.1%  of  regional  daily  VMT.  This 
increase  also  would  not  result  in  a  measurable  air  quality  impact,  though  in  a  cumulative 
context,  could  increase  ozone  concentrations  downwind  and  exceed  regional  ozone  air 
quality  standards.  Neither  the  project  nor  other  planned  development  in  the  project 
vicinity  would  conflict  with  the  control  strategies  contained  in  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Plan. 


Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  Draft  for  Public 
Review,  Berkeley,  CA,  July  1982. 

Total  regional  VMT  in  1988  would  be  about  90,400,000.  Total  daily  VMT  due  to 
cumulative  development  would  be  about  100,000. 
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TABLE  5 

PROJECTED  CO  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  CRITICAL  INTERSECTIONS1 

parts  per  million  (ppm) 

Existing  1988  1988 

Intersection  Conditions  Without  Project  With  Project 

With  Cum.  Dev.  With  Cum.  Dev. 


1-hour  8-hour  1-hour  8-hour  1-hour  8-hour 

Mission/8th  Street  18.0     9.0  17.0         9.0  17.0  9.0 

Market/8th  Street  16.0     8.0  16.0         8.0  16.0  8.0 

State  1-hour  CO  standard  =  20  ppm 
Federal  8-hour  CO  standard  =  9  ppm 


Calculations  were  made  using  the  procedures  recommended  in  California  Air  Resources 
Board,  Research  Division,  Air  Quality  Modeling  Section,  Estimating  Carbon  Monoxide 
Concentrations  for  Hot  Spots  Analysis,  Sacramento,  CA,  May  1980.  The  following 
assumptions  were  used: 

1982  and  1988  emissions  rates 

1-hour  average  background  at  7.0  ppm  for  1982,  7.4  ppm  for  1988 
8-hour  average  background  at  5.3  ppm  for  1982,  5.7  ppm  for  1988 
10  mph  average  speed  for  peak  hour 
20  mph  average  route  speed 

Background  concentrations  are  based  upon  one  half  the  highest  measured  values  in  San 
Francisco  in  1980-1981  and  adjusted  to  account  for  regional  pollution  controls  in 
accordance  with  the  estimates  contained  in  the  1982  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan.  The  1988 
background  values  include  an  extra  35%  to  account  for  cumulative  growth  in  traffic  in  the 
downtown  area. 
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III.  Environmental  Impacts 


C.  GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

At  full  operation,  the  project  would  provide  about  580  permanent  jobs,  including  office, 
managerial,  retail  sales  and  maintenance  positions.  To  the  extent  that  the  building  is 
fully  leased,  and  the  availability  of  its  space  does  not  create  permanent  vacancies  in  other 
Bay  Area  office  buildings,  total  employment  in  the  Bay  Area  could  additionally  increase 
by  about  595  permanent  jobs  through  a  multiplier  effect. 

The  project  would  not  require  new  construction  or  extension  of  public  services  or  utility 
systems  and  would  be  built  in  an  already  developed  urban  area.  Employee  purchasing 
could  stimulate  employee-oriented  retail  activity  in  the  proposed  project  area. 

The  project  would  represent  an  additional  0.6%  of  office  space  growth  in  downtown  San 
Francisco.  To  the  extent  that  the  project  would  contribute  to  the  attraction  of  new 
residents  or  commuters  who  otherwise  would  not  have  been  attracted  to  San  Francisco  or 
the  Bay  Area,  the  demand  for  commercial,  social  and  municipal  services  would  be 
increased. 

The  proposed  project  would  add  about  108,200  net  new  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  to 
the  site,  which,  together  with  other  office  development,  could  stimulate  additional  office 
growth  in  the  vicinity  on  lots  currently  used  for  parking  or  occupied  by  low-rise  structures 
containing  business  support  services  (particularly  in  the  South  of  Market  area).  In 
economic  terms,  the  land  use  succession  process  occurs  because  the  "highest  and  best  use" 
of  the  land  is  something  other  than  the  present  use.  "Highest  and  best"  use  is  defined  as 
that  land  use  and  land  use  intensity  which  will  bring  the  highest  price  or  rent,  given 
current  market  conditions.  The  "highest  and  best  use"  is  one  that  optimizes  the  allowable 
floor  area,  density  and  height  permitted  for  the  site,  provided  there  is  a  market  for  the 
amount  and  type  of  space  created. 

£  Development  activity  in  the  North  of  Market  and  South  of  Market  Area  has  lead  to  recent 
property  sales  and  increased  prices,  including  residential  rents.  The  result  of  higher  rents, 
which  also  is  caused  by  a  relative  lack  of  vacant  rental  units  in  relation  to  demand,  has 
been  overcrowding  and  displacement  in  the  North  of  Market  and  South  of  Market  Area.  If 
current  development  trends  continue,  sites  containing  housing  for  existing  low-income 
residents  and  neighborhood-serving  retail  and  services  could  face  increased  pressure  for 
redevelopment.  Rising  property  values  and  escalating  rents  reflect  development  pressures 
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III.  Environmental  Impacts 

to  further  replace  the  supply  of  moderate-  and  low-income  dwelling  units  to  other 
permitted  uses  that  would  be  more  profitable. 
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IV.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  WHICH  WOULD  MINIMIZE  POTENTIAL  PROJECT  IMPACTS 


In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would 
reduce  or  eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Some  of 
these  measures  have  been  or  would  be  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  or  project  architects 
and  contractors,  some  may  be  implemented  by  public  agencies.  The  City  Planning 
Commission  could  require  that  some  or  all  of  these  measures  be  included  as  conditions  of 
project  approval,  if  found  to  be  warranted.  Mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the 
Initial  Study  found  in  Appendix  A,  page  A-l,  have  been  incorporated  below. 

Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  is  discussed  below.  Where  a  measure  has  not  been 
included  in  the  project,  the  reasons  for  this  are  discussed. 

A.  TRANSPORTATION 

MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

1.  The  project  would  be  subject  to  the  development  fee  imposed  under  Ordinance  No. 
224-81  (if  that  fee  is  sustained)  and  whatever  other  lawful  measures  which  may  be 
adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  the  purpose  of  generating  funds  to  provide 
for  mitigation  of  the  incremental  peak-hour  transit  congestion  attributable  to  the 
project  upon  completion. 

2.  The  project  sponsor  would  encourage  transit  use  by  employees  in  the  proposed 
building  by  including  the  sale  on-site  of  BART,  Golden  Gate  Transit  and  Muni 
commute  books  and  passes,  and  promoting  an  employee  carpool/vanpool  system  in 
cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area  Commuters,  or  other  such  enterprises. 

3.  The  project  sponsor  would,  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning, 
request  tenant  firms  to  implement  a  flexible  time  system  for  employee  working 
hours.  The  sponsor  would  (within  a  year  of  certification  of  occupancy  being  issued) 
report  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  on  the  success  of  such  efforts. 
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IV.  Mitigation  Measures 


4.  Within  a  year  from  completion  of  the  project,  the  project  sponsor  would  conduct  a 
survey  in  accordance  with  methodology  approved  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  to  assess  actual  trip  generation  patterns  of  project  occupants,  and  actual 
pick-up  and  drop-off  areas  for  carpoolers  and  vanpoolers.  This  survey  would  be  made 
available  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning.  Alternatively,  at  the  request  of  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  the  project  sponsor  would  provide  an  equitable  in-lieu 
contribution  for  an  overall  survey  of  the  downtown  area  to  be  conducted  by  the  City. 

5.  The  project  sponsor  would  participate  in  any  future  areawide  study  of  current  parking 
conditions  and  future  needs.  If  new  short-term  (or  long-term)  parking  is  appropriate 
in  the  downtown  area,  the  project  sponsor  would  participate  in  the  equitable  funding 
of  such  facilities  through  a  special  assessment  district  according  to  criteria 
determined  by  the  study. 

6.  The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  safe  and  convenient  pedestrian  access  be 
maintained  throughout  the  construction  period  on  designated  walkways  around  the 
project  site. 

7.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  as  part  of  the  general  construction  contract  that 
no  vehicular  construction  traffic  enter  or  leave  the  project  site  before  9:00  a.m.  or 
after  4:00  p.m.  to  minimize  conflicts  with  peak-hour  traffic. 

8.  The  project  sponsor  would  coordinate  street  excavation  with  construction  contractors 
on  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  to  minimize  cumulative  traffic  impacts. 

9.  The  project  contractor  would  provide  off-street  parking  for  construction  workers  on 
the  project  site,  or  at  an  off-site  location  with  jitney  service  to  the  site  (if  the  site  is 
so  removed  as  to  require  jitney  service). 

10.  The  project  sponsor  and  construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Traffic 
Engineering  Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  and  with  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  to  determine  other  feasible  construction  traffic  mitigation 
measures  satisfactory  to  all  parties. 
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IV.  Mitigation  Measures 


11.  Eyebolts  to  support  future  Muni  electrification  wires  would  be  incorporated  into  the 
project. 

12.  The  project  sponsor  would  provide  building  directories  and  visual  aids  indicating  the 
location  of  the  elevators  in  the  lobby  area  of  the  building. 

B.  VISUAL  QUALITY  AND  URBAN  DESIGN 

MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  proposed  Market  Street  building  wall  setback  at  85  feet  height  would  create  visual 
continuity  betwen  the  project  and  other  buildings  in  the  area,  including  the  Civic  Center 
buildings,  Orpheum  Theater,  the  Bay  Heritage  Financial  Building  and  Odd  Fellows  Temple. 
The  height  and  spacing  of  the  building  columns  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Federal 
Office  Building  and  allow  light  and  shadow  to  be  cast  against  the  Market  Street  face  of 
the  structure,  increasing  visual  interest.  The  concrete  exterior  of  the  structure  would  be 
light  grey  in  color,  similar  to  the  Federal  Office  Building. 

C.  HOUSING 

MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

Since  publication  of  the  Initial  Study  for  the  project  (January  28,  1982),  it  has  been 

determined  that  the  existing  Civic  Center  Market  building  on  the  project  site  contained 

approximately  29,000  gross  square  feet  of  office  space.  Therefore,  the  project  site  would 

contain  a  net  addition  of  approximately  108,000  gross  square  feet  of  office  space.  The 

City  Planning  Commission's  Office  Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP)  guidelines 

calculate  the  project-related  housing  demand  based  upon  net  new  gross  square  feet  of 

office  space.  Therefore,  the  revised  housing  requirement  for  the  project  is  96  units.  This 

represents  a  reduction  of  27  housing  units  that  would  be  required  to  accommodate  the 

project-related  increase  in  housing  demand.  The  project  sponsor  would  fully  mitigate  the 

housing  demand  of  96  housing  units  generated  by  the  proposed  project.  To  date,  91  units 

2 

have  been  accepted  by  the  City  to  meet  a  portion  of  the  demand.  The  remaining  5-unit 
demand  would  be  provided  by  the  project  sponsor  through  one  of  the  following:  (1)  new 
construction  of  dwelling  units;  (2)  rehabilitation  of  vacant  residential  units  as  accepted  by 
the  City;  (3)  monetary  contribution  in  the  City's  Mortgage  Bond  Revenue  Program. 
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D.  SOILS,  GEOLOGY 

MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

1.  Project  excavation  would  be  above  the  water  table.  During  construction  the  pit 
would  be  shored  where  necessary  to  prevent  slumping. 

2.  The  building  would  meet  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  for 
seismic  design  concerning  the  amount  of  allowable  sway,  the  attachment  of  partitions 
and  decorative  elements,  and  the  provision  of  emergency  electricity  and  water 
services. 

3.  Further  geotechnical  engineering  investigations  of  the  site  would  be  done  to 
determine  soil  characteristics;  to  recommend  foundation  pile  type,  pile  bearing 
length  and  pile  tip  elevation;  and  to  predict  expected  settlement  and  possible 
differential  settlement.  Results  and  conclusions  of  these  technical  studies  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  structural  plans  for  the  proposed  building  and  all  design 
recommendations  by  a  licensed  geotechnical  engineer  would  be  adhered  to. 

E.  AIR  QUALITY 

MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

1.  Those  measures  which  would  reduce  vehicular  traffic  also  would  reduce  air  quality 
emissions  impacts.  These  measures  are  described  in  part  IV. A.,  page  42. 

2.  An  effective  watering  program  (complete  coverage  twice  daily)  can  reduce 
construction  dust  emissions  by  about  50%.  The  project  sponsor  would  require  the 
contractor  to  implement  a  twice-daily  watering  program,  which  would  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  airborne  construction  dust  and  particulates  exceeding  state  and  federal 
standards. 

3.  Construction  contractors  would  maintain  and  operate  construction  equipment  to 
minimize  exhaust  emissions. 

4.  Contractors  would  be  required  to  cover  the  loads  of  trucks  carrying  excavated 
materials  from  the  site  in  order  to  reduce  dust  and  potential  spillage  onto  streets. 
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F.  HAZARDS 

MEASURES  INCLUDED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor  or 
building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency 
Services,  to  ensure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the 
project's  plan  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The 
project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  implemented  by 
building  management  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  building 
permits. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Revised  Guidelines  for  Administering  the 
Housing  Requirements  Placed  on  Office  Development  under  OHPP,  December  7,  1981, 
page  5. 

Letter  from  Dean  Macris,  Director  of  Planning,  to  Trinity  Properties,  February  25,  1982. 
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V.  UNAVOIDABLE  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT 
CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


This  chapter  covers  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant 
level  by  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project,  or  other  mitigation 
measures  that  could  be  implemented,  as  described  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures, 
pages  42  through  46. 


A.  CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT 

The  project  would  be  part  of  a  trend  of  denser  development  in  Downtown  San  Francisco 
and  in  the  South  of  Market  area.  Cumulative  increases  in  the  amount  of  office  space 
would  continue  regional  growth  in  service-sector  and  office  headquarters  activities  and 
employment.  The  project  would  contribute  to  cumulative  traffic  increases  Downtown  and 
cumulative  increases  in  passenger  loadings  on  BART,  Muni  and  other  transit  agencies. 
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VI.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


A.    ALTERNATIVE  Is  NO-PROJECT 

Under  the  no-project  alternative,  the  Civic  Center  Market  building  would  remain  on  the 
site  as  it  currently  exists  and  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  constructed.  Under  this 
altenative,  none  of  the  effects  identified  in  this  EIR  would  occur  and  the  visual 
characteristics  of  the  site  would  remain  the  same.  There  would  be  no  changes  to 
pedestrian  flow,  no  increase  in  transit  ridership  and  no  increase  in  parking  demand  for 
office  space.  Under  the  no-project  alternative,  there  would  be  no  demolition  and  the 
existing  building  would  remain  vacant.  The  site  would  be  left  open  for  future 
development  proposals  consisting  of  design  details  different  from  those  currently 
proposed. 

Retaining  the  project  site  as  it  presently  exists  would  preclude  economic  development  of 
the  project  site;  the  existing  building  would  continue  to  deteriorate,  and  could  become  a 
safety  and  health  hazard  to  pedestrians.  The  site  would  continue  to  be  underutilized  in 
terms  of  the  10:1  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR);  the  existing  structure  has  a  FAR  of  3. 

The  project  sponsor  rejected  this  alternative  because  none  of  the  objectives  of  the  project 
sponsor  would  be  met.  This  alternative  underutilizes  scarce  land  resources  in  the 
downtown  area.  It  is  spatially  wasteful  in  that  the  current  floor  area  of  the  present 
structure  on  the  site  is  approximately  30%  of  the  proposed  project's  floor  area  and  the 
building  is  vacant.  The  provision  of  office  and  retail  space  in  the  downtown  area  is  a  goal 
of  the  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan:  to  improve  San 
Francisco's  position  as  a  prime  regional  location  for  specialized  retail  trade;  to  encourage 
shopper  accessibility  to  the  area  and  physical  design  amenities  at  a  pedestrian  scale;  and 
to  avoid  displacement  of  other  viable  uses  in  other  areas  of  San  Francisco. 
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VI.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Project 
B.  ALTERNATIVE  2:  REDUCED  BUILDING  HEIGHT 

Although  the  proposed  project  would  not  require  a  variance  or  other  special  authorization 
under  the  City  Planning  Code,  this  alternative  would  consist  of  a  structure  lower  in  height 
than  the  189-foot,  six-inch  building  currently  proposed,  and  of  simple,  rectangular 
configuration.  The  advantage  of  this  alternative,  while  maintaining  the  maximum 
permitted  145,200  gross  square  feet  of  floor  area,  would  be  to  simplify  the  building's 
structural  framing  and  incrementally  reduce  building  construction  costs. 

The  building  would  be  ten  stories  tall,  about  140  feet  high  to  the  roofline.  This 
alternative  would  create  a  building  more  rectangular  in  vertical  form  than  the  project  as 
proposed.  Such  a  structure  would  appear  bulkier  than  the  proposed  project,  contain  less 
visual  interest  and  would  increase  shadows  in  the  area  because  there  would  be  no  setbacks 
at  the  upper  floors. 

From  a  visual  standpoint,  removing  the  stepped  back  upper  floors  would  reduce  the 
number  of  open-air  balconies  suitable  for  potted  plant  materials  as  decorative  elements, 
and  from  a  design  standpoint  would  weaken  a  definition  of  the  building's  mid-section. 
Reducing  the  height  of  the  building's  base  proportionately  to  the  reduction  of  the 
structure's  mid-section  would  serve  to  retain  a  scale  relationship  between  these  two 
portions  of  the  structure,  but  the  lower  base  would  not  relate  to  the  height  of  the  Civic 
Center  buildings  or  federal  office  building  at  the  United  Nations  Plaza.  Under  this 
alternative,  cumulative  air  quality,  transportation  and  growth-inducing  impacts  would 
remain  the  same  for  the  building  as  proposed. 

The  project  sponsor  and  project  architects  rejected  this  alternative  in  favor  of  the 
proposed  project  design  because  of  the  adverse  visual,  urban  design  and  shadow  impacts 
this  alternative  would  create  as  noted  above.  Alternative  building  designs  prepared  by  the 
project  architects  included  schematic  designs  generally  addressing  details  in  the  exterior 
shape  of  the  building,  height,  window  placement,  exterior  building  materials  and  the 
location  of  pedestrian  access  points.  In  the  opinion  of  the  project  architects  and  sponsor, 
the  selected  design  for  the  proposed  project  represents  a  combination  of  the  above 
features  that  are  most  aesthetically  appropriate  to  the  setting  and  the  arrangement  of 
internal  building  spaces  and  use  functions  of  greatest  efficiency. 
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C.  ALTERNATIVE  3:  ON-SITE  HOUSING 

This  alternative  would  include  housing  on  the  project  site  along  with  office  use  to  create  a 
mixed-use  development.  The  project  as  proposed  would  create  a  demand  for  96  housing 
units  in  San  Francisco  (see  Section  IV.C,  Mitigation,  Housing,  page  44). 

Incorporating  96  units  into  the  project  would  cause  the  proposed  building  to  exceed  the 
10:1  floor  area  ratio  of  145,200  square  feet.  Therefore,  in  order  to  accommodate  the 
required  housing  on-site  within  the  floor  area  ratio  limitation,  it  would  be  necessary  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  office  space  in  the  project,  thereby  reducing  the  number  of  office 
employees  and  required  housing  units. 

Allowing  for  91,000  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  while  retaining  the  proposed  8,000 
gross  square  feet  of  retail  space  would  generate  a  demand  for  55  housing  units  which 
could  be  accommodated  on  the  site  at  about  840  gross  square  feet  average  each. 
Required  parking  would  be  about  14  spaces*  and  would  be  accommodated  in  a  second 
basement  level,  as  added  to  the  basement  level  currently  proposed  for  utilities  and 
storage.  Under  this  alternative,  there  would  be  no  need  to  increase  the  189-foot  six-inch 
building  height  as  proposed  because  the  gross  square  footage  of  the  structure  would 
remain  the  same.  Therefore,  shadows  cast  by  the  structure  would  remain  the  same. 

Average  daily  traffic  on  adjacent  streets  resulting  from  the  project  as  proposed  would  be 
reduced  about  20%  while  project-generated  peak-hour  traffic  would  be  reduced  about 
25%.  Peak-hour  traffic  travel  patterns  of  residents  would  be  in  opposite  directions  from 
office  employee  travel  patterns.  Dust  generation  and  noise  during  construction  would  be 
greater  than  the  proposed  project  because  excavation  to  a  greater  depth  would  be 
necessary  to  accommodate  residential  parking. 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because:  (1)  an  additional  bank  of 
elevators  would  be  required  to  serve  the  housing,  creating  two  elevator  banks  (one  for 
office  use  and  one  for  housing);  and  (2)  reducing  interior  square  footages  and  increasing 
housing  and  office  leasing  costs  would  ultimately  reduce  sales  and  leasing  potential.  Also, 
separate  plumbing  and  energy  systems  would  be  required  (one  for  office  use  and  one  for 
housing),  necessitating  additional  mechanical  space  and  increasing  costs  while  reducing 
leasable  floor  area.  Excavating  two  basement  levels  may  prove  to  be  difficult  because  of 
the  proximity  of  the  BART  tunnel. 
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D.  ALTERNATIVE  4:  GUIDING  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT  (GDD) 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  initially  released  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
2 

(GDD)  in  May  of  1981.  The  document  contains  a  series  of  regulatory  proposals  for 
managing  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  The  proposals  concern  the  size, 
design,  and  location  of  major  buildings  and  address  the  impacts  new  development  could 
have  on  housing,  transportation,  open  space,  architecturally  significant  older  buildings, 
and  the  general  environment  and  livability  of  the  central  business  district.  Since 
publication  of  the  Initial  Study,  (January  28,  1982),  a  revised  version  of  GDD  was  issued  in 
July  1982  that  contained  revisions  to  the  proposed  height  map,  bulk  controls,  the 
modification  of  off-street  loading  requirements,  new  rules  to  improve  rooftop  appearance, 
and  other  items  relating  to  parking  controls  and  changes  in  C-3  zoning  boundaries.  For 
the  project  site  area,  GDD  recommendations  include  a  maximum  base  Floor  Area  Ratio 
(FAR)  of  8:1,  a  maximum  building  height  of  120  feet,  that  artwork  be  incorporated  in  or 
adjacent  to  the  project,  that  retail  use  be  provided  on  the  ground  floor,  and  that  public 
recreation  and  open  space  be  provided  at  the  ratio  of  one  square  foot  for  each  30  gross 
square  feet  of  building  floor  area. 

a.  Office  Use 

The  building  would  be  located  in  a  proposed  120-foot  height  district.  The  next  adjacent 
height  district  (adjacent  to  the  rear  of  the  building  along  Jessie  Street)  would  be  180  feet. 
Under  the  provisions  of  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  the  structure  would  be 
permitted  to  exceed  the  height  of  the  district  in  which  it  would  be  located,  not  exceeding 
the  height  limit  of  the  adjacent  district  according  to  a  specified  formula.  For  the 
proposed  project,  therefore,  the  maximum  permitted  height  would  be  about  170  feet, 
about  19  feet  lower  than  the  roofline  height  of  the  structure  as  proposed.  Currently,  the 
only  major  exception  to  height  limits  is  for  rooftop  mechanical  equipment.  It  is  proposed 
that  mechanical  equipment,  penthouse  space  and/or  recreation  and  open  space  be  allowed 
above  the  height  limit,  and  without  being  counted  against  allowable  FAR,  provided  that  it 
is  within  the  area  formed  by  planes  sloping  inward  at  a  50  degree  angle  from  the  outer 
edge  of  the  roof. 

GDD  calls  for  a  maximum  base  FAR  of  8:1  (page  4)  in  the  C-3-G  zone.  A  8:1  FAR  would 
yield  a  structure  containing  116,160  gross  square  feet,  29,040  gross  square  feet  less  than 
the  proposed  project.  The  proposed  8,000  square  feet  of  ground  floor  commercial  space 
would  not  count  against  the  allowable  FAR  if  each  establishment  does  not  exceed  2,000 
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square  feet.  The  8,000  gross  square  feet  of  retail  space  would  then  be  added  to  the 
116,160  gross  square  feet  permitted  on  the  site  under  the  8:1  FAR  to  create  a  total  of 
124,160  gross  square  feet  in  the  building,  which  yields  an  effective  FAR  of  about  8.5:1. 
The  building  would  contain  about  li  fewer  floors  than  the  proposed  13-story  project.  The 
mechanical  penthouse  on  the  roof  of  the  structure  would  be  set  inward  from  the  edge  of 
the  roof  within  the  50  degree  angle  from  the  sides  of  the  building  (currently,  the  proposed 
penthouse  roofline  steps  back  within  the  50  degree  angle  on  the  Market  Street  and  Jesse 
Street  sides  of  the  building,  and  would  be  flush  with  the  building's  exterior  wall  on  the 
east  and  west  sides). 

About  4,100  gross  square  feet  of  public  open  space  would  be  required  by  GDD  under  this 
alternative.  To  accomplish  this,  either  the  balconies  at  each  of  the  building's  upper  levels 
would  have  to  be  opened  to  the  public,  or  a  galleria  provided  on  the  ground  floor 
coinciding  with  the  proposed  retail  space.  Art  works,  as  required  by  GDD,  could  be 
incorporated  in  the  galleria. 

The  impacts  of  the  smaller  structure  would  be  similar  to  but  reduced  from  the  proposed 
project  since  the  alternative  would  have  14%  less  floor  space  than  the  proposed  project. 
Accordingly,  there  would  be  less  traffic  generated  as  a  result  of  the  project  and  there 
would  be  proportionately  fewer  impacts  on  transportation  services,  parking  facilities  and 
the  street  network,  because  there  would  be  fewer  employees  in  the  building.  There  would 
be  less  energy  consumed  to  construct  and  operate  the  building,  and  there  would  be  less 
demand  (about  19  units)  for  housing  than  the  project  as  proposed.  A  shorter  building 
would  not  preclude  designing  building  setbacks  at  upper  floors  beginning  at  the  85-foot 
level;  however,  there  would  be  fewer  setbacks  in  order  to  accommodate  a  124,160  gross 
square  foot  structure  within  the  170  foot  height  limit,  and  shadow  impacts  would  be 
greater  than  the  project  as  proposed.  A  shorter  structure  would  more  closely  approximate 
the  11-story  height  of  the  1155  Market  Street  building  currently  under  construction  on  the 
adjacent  lot  west  of  the  project  site. 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because  the  building  would  appear  to 
be  bulkier  than  the  structure  as  proposed,  effectively  increasing  perceived  building  height 
and  mass.  Shadow  impacts  would  be  increased  and  the  project  site  would  continue  to  be 
underutilized  with  respect  to  the  maximum  permitted  FAR  of  10:1. 
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b.  Mixed-Use 

Under  GDD,  development  of  new  office  buildings  would  be  required  to  also  provide 
housing  to  mitigate  the  impact  of  new  office  building  employees  on  the  existing  housing 
supply  (see  Section  IV.  Mitigation,  page  51).  In  order  to  create  an  incentive  for 
development  of  mixed  office/residential  projects  in  the  downtown,  additional  FAR  would 
be  allowed  for  residential  uses  incorporated  in  the  project.  The  additional  FAR  in  the  C- 
3-G  District  would  be  4.0  for  a  total  FAR  of  12.0:1. 


The  project  as  proposed  would  create  a  need  for  96  housing  units  in  San  Francisco. 
However,  in  keeping  with  the  allowable  116,160  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  under 
the  proposed  8:1  FAR  of  Guilding  Downtown  Development,  the  project  would  create  a 
need  for  77  dwelling  units.  The  total  FAR  and  gross  square  footage  would  be  as  follows: 

USE  GDD  FAR  Gross  Square  Feet 

Office  8.0:1  116,160 

Commercial  *0.5:1  (proposed)  *8,000 

Housing  4.0:1   58,080 

12.55:1  182,240 


*  FAR  would  vary  with  lot  size;  8,000  square  feet  is  proposed  for  the  project. 


Seventy-seven  dwelling  units  could  be  accommodated  on  the  site  at  an  average  of  about 
754  gross  square  feet  each.  This  alternative  would  require  20  parking  spaces  which  could 
be  accommodated  in  a  second  basement  level,1  in  addition  to  the  basement  level  currently 
proposed  for  utilities  and  storage.  The  total  gross  square  footage  could  be  accommodated 
in  a  13-  floor  structure,  which  would  rise  169  feet,  allowing  13  vertical  feet  for  each 
floor.  This  would  be  within  the  overall  170  foot  height  permitted  by  Guiding  Downtown 
Development.  About  4,100  gross  square  feet  of  public  open  space  would  be  required  by 
GDD  under  this  alternative.  This  could  be  accommodated  through  a  view  and  sun  terrace 
on  the  roof,  and  a  galleria  provided  on  the  ground  floor  coinciding  with  the  proposed  retail 
space.  Art  works  could  be  incorporated  in  the  galleria  as  required  by  GDD. 

Because  the  total  square  footage  of  the  building  would  be  greater  than  the  project  as 
proposed,  there  would  be  no  stepping  back  of  the  building  at  upper  floors  in  order  to 
remain  within  the  height  limit  and  there  would  be  greater  shadow  impacts  on  the  United 
Nations  Plaza  during  the  daytime.  From  a  visual  standpoint,  absence  of  the  stepped  back 
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upper  floors  would  eliminate  the  potential  for  open-air  balconies  suitable  for  potted  plant 
materials  as  decorative  elements,  and  from  a  design  standpoint  would  weaken  a  definition 
of  the  building's  mid-section. 

Average  daily  traffic  on  adjacent  streets  resulting  from  the  project  as  proposed  would  be 
reduced  about  15%  while  project-generated  peak-hour  traffic  would  be  reduced  about 
20%.  Peak-hour  traffic  travel  patterns  of  residents  would  be  in  opposite  directions  from 
office  employee  travel  patterns.  Dust  generation  and  noise  during  construction  would  be 
greater  than  the  proposed  project  because  excavation  to  a  greater  depth  would  be 
necessary  to  accommodate  residential  parking. 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because:  (1)  an  additional  bank  of 
elevators  would  be  required  to  serve  the  housing,  creating  two  elevator  banks  (one  for 
office  use  and  one  for  housing);  and  (2)  separate  plumbing  and  energy  systems  would  be 
required  (one  for  office  use  and  one  for  housing),  necessitating  additional  mechanical 
space  and  increasing  costs  while  reducing  leasable  floor  area.  Excavating  two  basement 
levels  may  prove  to  be  difficult  because  of  the  proximity  of  the  BART  tunnel.  The 
project  sponsor  felt  the  structure  would  cast  shadows  on  the  United  Nations  Plaza  due  to 
the  absence  of  setbacks  at  upper  floors  and  the  building  would  appear  to  be  greater  in 
mass  and  scale  than  the  proposed  project,  and  lack  a  visual  relation  in  scale  and  height  to 
the  Civic  Center  buildings  and  federal  office  building  at  the  United  Nations  Plaza. 


Current  zoning  in  the  C-3  districts  requires  one  off-street  parking  space  for  every  four 
dwelling  units. 

Resolution  8982  (adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  June  4,  1981)  requires  an 
alternative  building  proposal  that  would  comply  with  the  proposed  controls  contained  in 
Guiding  Downtown  Development. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


This  document  contains  summaries  of  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  1145  Market  Street  Office 
Building,  and  responses  to  those  comments. 

All  substantive  spoken  comments  made  at  a  public  hearing  before  the  City  Planning 
Commission  on  June  23,  1983,  and  all  written  comments  received  during  the  public  review 
period  from  May  20,  1983  through  June  23,  1983,  have  been  reviewed  and  are  presented 
herein  by  direct  quotation,  edited  to  omit  repetition  and  nonsubstantive  material  only. 

Comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter.  Each  group  of  comments  is 
followed  by  its  set  of  responses;  the  order  of  the  responses  under  each  topic  follows  the 
order  of  comments  under  that  topic.  As  the  subject  matter  of  the  topic  may  overlap  that 
of  other  topics,  the  reader  will  occasionally  be  referred  to  more  than  one  group  of 
Comments  and  Responses  to  review  all  information  on  a  given  topic.  Where  this  occurs, 
cross-references  are  provided. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  incorporated  into  the  Final  EIR  as  a  new  chapter. 
Text  changes  resulting  from  comments  and  responses  will  also  be  incorporated  into  the 
Final  EIR,  as  indicated  in  the  responses. 

A  portion  of  this  document  contains  comments  received  during  the  public  review  period 
for  a  Mixed  Use  Development  proposed  on  Assessor's  Block  (A/B)  331  (81.448  EC),  bounded 
by  Eddy,  Ellis,  Mason,  and  Taylor  Streets.  This  project  is  frequently  referred  to  as  "Union 
Square  West"  in  the  comments.  These  comments  were  incorporated  by  reference  by  Brad 
Paul  of  the  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition  and  are  indicated  by  underscoring. 
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II.  LIST  OF  COMMENTORS 


A.    PERSONS  COMMENTING  AT  THE  PUBLIC  HEARING,  JUNE  23,  1983 

1.  Sue  Hestor,  San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

2.  Bradford  Paul,  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 

3.  Susan  Bierman,  Commissioner,  City  Planning  Commission 


B.    PERSONS  COMMENTING  IN  WRITING 

4.  George  Nakagaki,  Manager 

San  Francisco  Water  Department,  City  Distribution  Division 
Letter  of  June  6,  1983 

5.  Jonathan  H.  Malone,  Secretary 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board, 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Letter  of  June  8,  1983 

6.  Darnall  W.  Reynolds 
District  CEQA  Coordinator 

State  of  California,  Department  of  Transportation 
Letter  of  June  22,  1983 
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m.  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


A.    LAND  USE 

1.     Community  Characteristics 

COMMENT 

Bradford  Paul 

"In  regard  to  the  EIR,  we  feel  that  it  is  severely  lacking  in  any  details  on  the 
Tenderloin  neighborhood  .  .  .  First  of  all,  there  is  no  detail  given  just  about  the 
character  of  the  community,  who  lives  there,  what  their  income  is,  what  type  of 
housing  stock  there  is,  what  the  rents  are,  social  services.  We  need  to  have  those 
things  spelled  out,  and  then  we  need  to  have  a  thorough  analysis  of  what  the  impact  is 
of  this  building  on  the  neighborhood  .  .  .  and  at  that  point,  might  be  able  to  think 
more  seriously  about  if  its  something  that  can  be  affected  through  any  sort  of 
compensation. 

"The  DE1R  does  not  adequately  describe  the  environmental  setting,  land  use  and 
existing  trends  in  property  values  in  the  Tenderloin. 

"The  DEIR  should  detail  the  community  characteristics  of  the  Tenderloin.  The  EIR 
should  include  up  to  date  information  on  the  neighborhood's  population  and  demo- 
graphic characteristics,  income  levels,  housing  stock,  rent  levels,  social  services,  etc. 
in  order  to  adequately  analyze  the  impact  fl  145  Market7  will  have  on  the  neighbor- 
hood. 

"The  Cadillac  Hotel  represents  the  dead  center  of  the  Tenderloin.  The  Cadillac  to 
/lhe7  Union  Square  West  /project  is  three  blocks;  from  the  Cadillac  to  this  project  is 
four  blocks.  I  don't  get  that  sense  from  reading  the  document  that  it's  considered 
that  close  to  the  Tenderloin." 
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"While  the  southern  boundary  of  the  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition  (NOMPC)  is 
technically  the  northern  side  of  Market  Street  we  feel  the  fact  that  the  project  (a) 
sits  on  that  border,  (b)  is  only  four  short  blocks  from  the  center  of  our  area  vs.  the 
Ramada  Inn  which  is  three  long  blocks  from  the  same  point,  (c)  1145  Market 
dramatically  impacts  a  number  of  low-income  residential  hotels  on  the  same  blocks 
and  surrounding  blocks.  ..." 

RESPONSE 

The  North  of  Market  Area,  commonly  referred  to  as  the  Tenderloin,  is  generally 
regarded  as  that  area  bounded  by  Market  Street  on  the  south,  Van  Ness  Avenue  on  the 
west,  Post  Street  on  the  north  and  Powell  Street  on  the  east  (Sara  Colm,  North  of 
Market  Planning  Coalition,  telephone  communication,  August  23,  1983).  The  project 
site,  located  on  the  south  side  of  Market  Street  between  Seventh  and  Eighth  Streets, 
does  not  fall  within  the  formal  boundaries  defining  the  Tenderloin,  but  is  adjacent  to 
the  south  boundary  of  the  Tenderloin.  The  North  of  Market  Area  is  considered  a  low- 
income  neighborhood  of  about  20,000  people  comprising  two  predominant  population 
groups:  single,  elderly  white  males  and  Asian  immigrant  families  (San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  North  of  Market  Rezoning  Study,  March  1983,  page  51). 

The  approximate  ten  square  block  area  South  of  Market  near  the  project  site  roughly 
bounded  by  Sixth,  Ninth,  Mission  and  Folsom  Streets,  contains  a  mix  of  housing, 
commercial  and  light  industrial  uses.  While  the  entire  South  of  Market  Area  (SOMA), 
is  normally  defined  as  that  area  bounded  on  the  north  and  west  by  Market  Street,  on 
the  east  by  The  Embarcadero,  on  the  south  by  China  Basin,  Division  and  12th  Street, 
(San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association,  South  of  Market,  A  Plan  for 
San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier,  June  1981,  page  12),  the  ten  square  block  area  south  of 
Market  Street  near  the  project  site  contains  most  of  the  low  cost  family  housing 
available  within  the  entire  South  of  Market  Area.  The  project  site  is  located  on  the 
northern  edge  of  the  South  of  Market  Area,  but  outside  the  ten  square  block  area 
noted  above. 

The  North  of  Market  Area  is  one  of  the  last,  centrally  located,  commercially  zoned 
areas  in  the  City  with  relatively  low  intensity  commercial  land  use  (North  of  Market 
Rezoning  Study,  page  45).  However,  there  are  about  15,000  housing  units  in  the 
North  of  Market  Area,  most  of  which  are  in  large  apartment  buildings  and  residential 
hotels.    Despite  the  fact  that  the  housing  units  in  the  North  of  Market  Area  are 
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small,  sometimes  overcrowded,  in  poor  condition  and  expensive  on  a  per-room  basis, 
they  have  some  of  the  lowest  per-unit  rental  costs  in  the  City  and  constitute  a 
housing  resource  in  San  Francisco  for  low-  and  moderate-income  residents.  Compar- 
able units  do  not  exist  in  significant  numbers  outside  the  North  of  Market  Area 
(North  of  Market  Rezoning  Study,  page  35). 

The  following  is  inserted  in  the  first  paragraph  after  the  first  sentence  on  page  18  of 
the  EIR: 

"The  site  lies  adjacent  to  the  south  edge  of  the  North  of  Market  Area  (bounded 
by  Market  Street  on  the  south,  Van  Ness  Avenue  on  the  west,  Post  Street  on  the 
north  and  Powell  Street  on  the  east),  a  neighborhood  of  about  20,000  people 
comprised  predominantly  of  single,  elderly  white  males  and  Asian  immigrant 
families.  Most  commercial  activity  in  the  North  of  Market  Area  is  devoted  to 
retail  sales  and  services  such  as  restuarants,  bars,  shops,  grocery  markets  and 
beauty  parlors,  some  of  which  cater  to  local  residents,  and  others  which  cater 
primarily  to  tourists  or  local  office  workers.  Most  housing  units  are  in  large 
apartment  buildings  and  residential  hotels  having  some  of  the  lowest  per-unit 
rental  costs  in  the  City.  The  project  site  is  also  located  on  the  northern  edge  of 
the  South  of  Market  Area  (bounded  by  Market  Street  on  the  north  and  west,  The 
Embarcadero  on  the  east,  and  by  China  Basin,  Division  and  Twelfth  Street  on  the 
south).  The  approximate  ten  square  block  area  south  of  Market  Street  near  the 
project  site  contains  most  of  the  low-cost  family  housing  available  within  the 
entire  South  of  Market  Area." 

(See  also  III.B.  Growth  Inducement  page  65  of  this  document.) 

2.     Cumulative  Development 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor 

"Factor  in  Yerba  Buena;  factor  in  Rincon  Point,  Rincon  Hill,  South  Beach.  And 
factor  in  a  median,  a  middle  amount.  I  mean  you  don't  even  have  to  use  SP's  wildest 
expectations  of  how  much  they  would  like  to  get,  but  that  project  is  kicking  around  in 
the  department.  You  authorized  money  to  be  doing  some  studies,  and  there  are 
figures  attached  to  the  proposals  from  SP. 

"And  additionally,  in  your  cumulative  impact  analysis,  please  factor  in 
Mr.Sangiacomo's  own  proposals  for  this  block.  Mr.  Sangiacomo  owns  a  very  stiff 
chunk,  a  big  part  of  this  block,  and  I  think  you're  legally  required,  since  you  can  ask 
him,  he's  the  project  sponsor,  how  much  development  is  he  planning,  even  if  it's  not 
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already  in  the  department,  and  put  that  in  the  EIR  analysis,  not  only  for  cumulative 
impact  Citywide,  but  also  for  cumulative  impacts  on  this  block." 

Bradford  Paul 

"The  EIR  needs  to  analyze  the  cumulative  effects  of  1145  Market  in  conjunction  with 
other  approved  and  pending  developments  in  the  neighborhood,  including  project 
sponsor's  1,000,000  square  foot  proposal  on  the  same  block. 

RESPONSE 

As  indicated  on  page  A-94  of  the  EIR,  Table  D-l  includes  all  office  projects  that  are 
under  construction  or  have  been  approved  and  all  projects  for  which  a  Preliminary 
Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to  the  City  for  review  or  for  which  plans  are  well 
defined.  In  addition,  D-l  contains  all  office  projects  in  redevelopment  areas  that  are 
under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition  Agreements  (LDA)  have  been 
approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission. 

Actions  by  the  City  Planning  Commmission  approving  Redevelopment  Area  Plans 
constitute  approval  of  a  general  plan  with  a  range  of  permitted  uses  and  floor  areas 
but  without  precise  floor  area  figures  for  each  parcel.  These  are  determined  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  in  negotiations  with  accepted  developers.  Negotiations  are 
currently  under  way  with  a  developer  for  the  central  blocks  of  Yerba  Buena  Center 
(YBC).  Unless  and  until  the  negotiations  are  completed  and  an  LDA  is  approved, 
there  are  no  defined  floor  area  figures,  by  type  of  use,  for  those  blocks  that  would  be 
comparable  with  those  included  in  the  list  used  in  the  cumulative  analysis. 

Although  a  maximum  limit  on  development  has  been  established  in  each  redevelop- 
ment area,  there  is  not  enough  information  about  proposals  which  have  not  obtained 
an  LDA  to  provide  reasonably  accurate  calculations  of  cumulative  impacts 
comparable  to  those  based  on  the  cumulative  project  list.  If  the  maximum  amount  of 
office  space  permitted  by  the  YBC  plan  were  included,  however,  the  cumulative  total 
for  projects  under  review  would  be  increased  by  1.9  million  square  feet  or  about  11%. 
It  should  be  noted  that  the  maximum  floor  area  permitted  in  a  redevelopment  area  by 
an  approved  Redevelopment  Plan,  like  the  maximum  floor  area  allowed  in  a  zoning 
district  by  a  zoning  ordinance,  is  seldom,  if  ever,  attained.  It  would  be  unreasonable 
to  suggest  that  all  the  potential  floor  area  permitted  by  commerical  zoning  districts 
in  San  Francisco  be  counted  in  the  cumulative  list  for  analysis  in  a  single-project  EIR. 
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The  YBC  Redevelopment  Area  has  been  the  subject  of  environmental  review  since 
1973.  In  1978,  an  EIR  was  certified  covering  four  distinct  development  alternatives 
with  variants  and  one  tentative  proposal  for  the  86-acre  YBC  area.  In  1981,  a 
Supplement  to  the  1978  EIR,  pertaining  to  a  development  program  for  the  block 
fronting  on  Market  Street,  which  program  had  not  been  covered  specifically  in  the 
1978  FEIR,  was  certified.  In  January  1983,  a  second  supplement  (82.35E)  to  the  EIR, 
which  presents  an  additional  development  alternative  for  the  entire  YBC  area  and 
four  one-block  variants,  was  certified.  Only  one  project  within  this  alternative  has 
been  granted  an  LDA,  and  it  is  residential.  (Erwin  Tanjuaquio,  Redevelopment 
Agency,  telephone  conversation,  April  27,  1983). 

As  noted,  those  parcels  within  YBC  that  have  buildings  under  construction  or 
approved  LDAs  are  already  included  in  the  transportation  and  other  cummulative 
analyses  in  the  EIR.  The  disposition  of  all  other  vacant  parcels  and  lots  on  which 
buildings  are  located  that  are  not  slated  for  preservation  is  under  the  control  of  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  The  Agency  Commission  could  elect  to  approve 
any  of  the  uses  that  have  received  environmental  review  in  the  1978  FEIR  and  its  two 
Supplements,  or  which  may  receive  environmental  review  in  the  future.  To  state 
precisely  particular  uses  and  amounts  of  floor  areas  for  YBC  parcels  for  which 
specific  plans  have  not  been  approved  would  give  a  false  impression  of  knowledge  or 
accuracy  and  could  be  misleading. 

Similarly,  preliminary  negotiaions  are  underway  with  defferent  developers  for 
construction  within  the  Rincon  Point/South  Beach  Redevelopment  subarea;  no  agree- 
ments have  been  made,  and  no  LDA's  or  Owner  Participation  Agreements  (OPA)  have 
been  issued  (Frank  Cannizzaro,  SFRA,  telephone  conversation,  July  25,  1983). 

A  Rincon  Hill  Plan  is  being  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and  is 
currently  under  staff  review.  Separate  from  the  Rincon  Point/South  Beach  Area  Plan 
under  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  Rincon  Hill  Plan  establishes  a 
set  of  general  guidelines  for  future  private  development  that  may  be  proposed  in  the 
subarea.  While  the  plan  describes  development  intensity  that  is  considered  to  be 
appropriate  for  the  area,  there  are  presently  no  development  proposals.  The  Rincon 
Hill  Plan,  if  adopted,  would  create  zoning  changes  establishing  new  development 
limits.  Unlike  Rincon  Point/South  Beach,  the  City  has  no  control  of  property  in  the 
Rincon  Hill  subarea.  To  predict  or  project  how  much  of  the  total  potential  might  be 
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proposed  for  development  by  unknown  developers  operating  under  a  plan  that  as  yet  is 
not  adopted  would  not  be  appropriate  for  inclusion  in  the  cumulative  analysis  of 
downtown  development,  until  more  specific  details  and  probability  of  construction 
are  known. 

Southern  Pacific's  Mission  Bay  project  has  not  been  firmly  established;  several 
alternatives  are  under  consideration  by  the  sponsor's  planning  team.  To  date,  no 
formal  applications  for  project  approval  have  been  received  by  the  City.  While 
Mission  Bay  has  been  widely  publicized,  its  ill-defined  status  makes  it  too  speculative 
to  include  in  the  cumulative  analysis  for  this  EIR.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  the 
development  of  Mission  Bay  would  not  occur  without  an  expansion  of  City 
infrastructure  and  utilities,  including  transit,  to  serve  the  area.  The  planning  of  such 
types  of  improvements  have  not  been  excluded  from  Mission  Bay  planning  activity. 
However,  no  specific  plan  or  strategy  has  been  defined  well  enough  to  conduct  a 
realistic  analysis. 

The  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  in  the  EIR  (published  May  20,  1983)  was  based  on 
the  January  27,  1983  cumulative  development  list  (Table  D-l).  This  list  has  been 
updated  by  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  to  reflect  the  status  of  downtown 
office  development  proposed  as  of  Septemmber  15,  1983.  The  increase  in  net  new 
office  square  footage  is  within  the  +  10  to  15%  margin  of  error  of  the  analysis 
methodology  in  the  EIR.  No  100%  certainty  exists  that  any  of  the  developments  on 
the  list  would  be  built,  but  development  parameters  are  defined  so  that  the 
cumulative  impacts  analyzed  can  be  reasonably  accurate. 

3.  Setting 
COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman 

"When  you  designate  on  any  of  the  diagrams,  it  should  be  very  clear  what  Fulton 
Street  is,  and  it  isn't  clear  at  all  that  that  is  anything  but  a  street.  I  think  that  we 
need  photographs  for  the  Fulton  Street  Plaza  and  photographs  of  United  Nations 
Plaza  as  well  as  Leavenworth,  where  Leavenworth  Street  comes  in.  It's  very  unclear 
what  the  plaza  is  as  Leavenworth  comes  in.  It's  difficult  to  understand  what  is  in  the 
space  between  the  Federal  Building  and  the  new  building  we  approved.  We  took  very 
special  pains  with  those  buildings,  as  we  need  to  have  photographs  of  what  the 
situation  really  is." 
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RESPONSE 

Photographs  of  plaza  areas  on  Fulton  Street  and  Leavenworth  Street  near  the  United 
Nations  Plaza  fountain  are  shown  on  Figure  9A.  Figure  2,  Project  Location  Map, 
page  8  depicts  the  Plaza  areas  surrounding  the  Federal  Office  Building,  Bay  Heritage 
Building,  and  Orpheum  Theatre  opposite  the  project  site. 

The  following  is  inserted  at  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph  on  page  18: 

"Figure  9A,  page  18A  shows  the  Fulton  and  Leavenworth  Street  plaza  area  near 
the  United  Nations  Plaza  fountain.  Vehicle  use  of  Fulton  and  Leavenworth 
Streets  terminate  at  Hyde  and  McAllister  Streets,  respectively,  at  which  point 
they  become  public  plaza  areas  that  eventually  join  the  United  Nations  Plaza. 

B,    GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

Change  in  Land  Use/Property  Values 
COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

".  .  .  this  EIR  really  doesn't  talk  about  the  human  impacts  on  the  people  that  live  in 
the  surrounding  three  to  four  blocks.  This  project  is  on  the  fringe  of  the  Tenderloin. 
It's  on  the  northern  boundary  of  South  of  Market,  and  there's  a  lot  of  people  and  a  lot 
of  very  poor  people  who  live  in  that  area,  and  they  aren't  acknowledged  at  all. 

"There's  going  to  be  displacement  pressures  on  housing,  and  there  clearly  is 
displacement  pressures  on  the  community  services  for  those  people  —  those  buildings 
used  to  house  a  cafeteria. 

"And  that  area  has  been  a  mixed  area,  with  housing,  low  income  kind  of  —  clothing 
stores,  I  mean  all  of  the  things  that  you  see  on  Market  Street,  including  the  porno 
theatres,  but  also  the  cheap  theatres,  like  the  Strand.  And  there's  a  question  about 
the  cumulative  development  of  lots  more  of  these  office  buildings  having  a  real 
problem  with  people  and  the  uses  that  are  made  in  that  area  right  now. 

"On  page  41,  growth  inducement.  I  think  you  have  to  put  in  there  the  problem  that 
this  project  has,  when  it  contributes  to  the  attraction  of  new  residents  or  commuters 
who  would  not  otherwise  have  been  attracted  to  San  Francisco,  you  stop  right  there. 
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Fulton  Street  portion  of  United  Nations  Plaza  (view  is  to  the  west), 


Leavenworth  Street  portion  of  United  Nations  Plaza  (view  is  to  the  south  toward  the 
proposed  project  site). 


Project  Area  Photographs 


SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION 


Figure  No.  9A 
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It  needs  to  also  talk  about  attracting  those  kinds  of  people  and  that  kind  of  a  work 
force  into  this  part  of  Market  Street,  because  it's  going  to  have  incredible  pressures 
on  the  services  and  on  the  neighborhood  and  the  —  all  of  the  variety  of  people-serving 
things  that  happen  on  South  of  Market. 

"People  who  can  only  afford  to  go  to  Woolworth's  have  to  have  a  place  to  go  to 
Woolworth's  in  San  Francisco.  If  all  you  can  afford  is  a  cheap  cafeteria  at  $2  for 
lunch,  you  need  —  you  have  a  right  to  eat,  and  those  kinds  of  needs  aren't  at  all 
addressed  in  this  EIR,  and  that  really  is  what  that  part  of  Market  Street  stands  for." 

Bradford  Paul 

/"1145  Market7  lies  within  an  area  which  is  extremely  vulnerable  to  land  use  changes. 
Major  land  use  in  the  area  to  the  /hortbj  of  the  proposed  project  includes  low  cost 
housing  /residential  hotels  and  apartments7  and  low  budget  neighborhood  serving 
commercial  uses.  The  EIR  needs  to  look  at  the  impact  of  offices  on  a  low  income 
residential  neighborhood. 

"The  EIR  needs  to  include  information  on  social  costs  caused  by  displacement  and 
increased  property  values  in  the  Tenderloin,  such  as  increased  pressure  on  low-cost 
housing  in  the  City  (already  in  short  supply),  psychological  hardship  of  remaining 
residents  caused  by  loss  of  friends  and  destruction  of  a  community,  and  increased 
cost  of  goods  and  services  for  the  neighborhood  residents. 

"The  Zll45  Market7  Draft  EIR  does  not  analyze  social  and  economic  impacts  of  the 
project,  or  cumulative  impacts  of  the  project  in  conjunction  with  other  pending  or 
approved  developments  in  the  Tenderloin. 

Current  land  use  trends  (property  transactions,  land  values,  displacement  of  neighbor- 
nood  serving  businesses,  etc.)  are  lacking  in  the  DEIR.  The  North  of  Market  Rezoning 
Study  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  (page  45)  identifies  land  use  trends  in  the 
North  of  Market  Area.  Inclusion  of  information  of  this  type  is  essential  in  order  for 
the  Planning  Commission  and  the  public  to  determine  important  land  use  impacts  of 
the  proposed  development.  The  North  of  Market  Rezoning  Study  states  (page  49): 

"...  the  North  of  Market  Area  is  at  the  center  of  an  area  currently  undergoing 
significant  tourist  hotel,  retail,  and  commercial  development.   If  current  trends 
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continue  housing  for  existing  residents  and  neighborhood  serving  retail  and 
services  will  very  likely  face  increased  pressure  for  redevelopment  or  conversion 
to  commercial  use." 

"This  type  of  information,  detailed  for  the  immediate  blocks  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  project  as  well  as  for  the  neighborhood  as  a  whole,  needs  to  be  included  in 
the  EIR. 

"The  introduction  of  more  economically  intense  use  in  the  context  of  a  vulnerable 
economic  environment  will  result  in  land  use  changes  such  as  increased  property 
values,  more  intensive  land  use  and  proclivity  towards  commercial  and  luxury 
developments  over  low-income  residential  uses.  Even  if  areas  adjacent  to  /1145 
Market/  are  rezoned,  the  conditional  use  process  allows  offices  and  commercial 
activity  above  the  ground  floor  in  surrounding  blocks;  "higher  and  better  uses"  of  the 
land  over  low-income  residential  uses. 

"Residential  hotel  units  will  be  more  prone  to  conversion,  inspite  of  legislation 
restricting  such  activity  .  .  .  Rents  will  escalate  with  changing  land  use  in  the 
vicinity,  in  spite  of  the  Rent  Stabilization  Ordinance,  because  of  the  vacancy 
decontrol  loophole  which  allows  landlords  to  raise  rents  on  vacated  units.  In  the 
Tenderloin,  where  many  tenants  are  mentally,  physically  or  mcnolinguistically 
handicapped,  unaware  of  their  rights  or  intimidated  about  asserting  them,  it  is 
common  practice  for  landlords  to  vacate  units  or  entire  hotels  illegally  through 
intimidation  or  illegal  lockouts,  allowing  the  rent  to  be  raised  as  much  as  the  market 
will  bear.  With  a  trend  in  land  use  succession  towards  office,  tourist  hotel  and  luxury 
condo  use,  low  income  tenants  will  gradually  be  forced  out  of  the  neighborhood.  The 
DEIR  should  include  detailed  information  on  these  kinds  of  impacts. 

"Over  the  last  six  years  the  NOMPC  has  made  a  serious  commitment  towards 
encouraging  nonprofit  acquisition  and  rehabilitation  of  housing  in  the  neighborhood  to 
stabilize  the  Tenderloin  as  a  low-income  residential  area.  To  date,  ten  nonprofit 
organizations  are  involved  in  over  2,300  units  of  nonprofit  housing,  15%  of  the  total 
housing  stock  in  the  Tenderloin.  The  EIR  needs  to  analyze  the  impact 
/*!  145  Market/will  have  in  disrupting  community  efforts  to  preserve  and  enhance  the 
neighborhood's  supply  of  low-cost  housing. 
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"Besides  decreasing  the  number  of  low-cost  housing  units  and  encouraging  conversion 
from  a  residential  serving  retail  community  to  a  tourist  serving  retail  economy,  the 
development  will  permanently  decrease  livability  in  the  Tenderloin." 

"A  1980  study  by  the  North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition  on  the  cumulative  impacts 
of  three  luxury  hotel  developments  in  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Tenderloin  showed  the 
linkage  between  speculative  activity,  cumulative  socio-economic  impacts  and  land 
use  changes." 

"With  the  announced  plans  for  the  three  luxury  hotels  three  years  ago  the  North  of 
Market  Planning  Coalition  forecast  indirect  displacement  effects  according  to  "Rings 
of  Impact"  of  the  Hilton,  Holiday  and  Ramada.  NOMPC  documented  a  potential 
trend  for  further  encroachment  of  Union  Square  retail  and  tourist  activity  further 
into  the  Tenderloin  as  a  result  of  the  planned  luxury  hotels.  .  .  .  Similar  "Rings  of 
Impact"  studies  for  A 145  Markel7  should  be  included  in  the  EIR  to  analyze  its  ripple 
effects  on  the  neighborhood. 

"The  impacts  would  be  very  close.  Within  two  blocks  of  this  project  are  a  number  of 
residential  hotels  on  the  south  side  of  Market  Street,  on  Mission  Street  and  the  north 
side  of  Market  Street.  There  is  a  real  impact,  and  the  rings  of  impact  that  we  talked 
about  with  Union  Square  West  /Mixed  Use  Development,  Assessor's  Block  331 
project/are  the  same  here. 

"The  proposed  project  will  introduce  Zi45,200  gross  square  feet  of  office  and  retail 
spacej  into  the  /southerq7  portion  of  the  Tenderloin.  Extending  the  negative  impacts 
of  intensive  commercial  development  further  into  the  neighborhood,  the  development 
will  have  rings  of  impact  and  indirect  displacement  effects  by  raising  land  values  and 
rents  for  tenants  and  small  businesses  in  the  area. 

"What  makes  that  even  more  important  is  that  in  rezoning  /the  Tenderloin7  area 
along  McAllister  Street  those  8  to  900  units  that  are  within  a  block  of  this  project, 
and  finally  this  project  is  next  to  an  existing  office  building  /1 155  Market^  which  I 
think  is-  out  of  scale  for  that  part  of  Market  Street,  but  across  on  the  other  side  of 
this  existing  building  a  proposal  by  Mr.  Sangiacomo  to  build  what  I  understand  to  be  a 
project  on  the  scale  of  Union  Square  West. 
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"I  think  we  have  to  look  at  those  three  buildings,  the  existing  one  /Il55  Market7>  this 
one,  and  his  other  proposed  project  together,  and  really  look  at  the  impact,  ring  of 
impacts  on  those  projects  that  hit  the  heart  of  the  Tenderloin.  The  Cadillac  Hotel, 
that's  all  in  the  residential  core  of  the  Tenderloin.  The  specifics  of  that  you've 
already  heard.  All  that  was  part  of  the  testimony  that  I  gave  before,  but  I  just  ask 
that  testimony  be  incorporated  in  this  by  reference." 

"One  area  that  is  totally  and  completely  neglected  is  the  effects  this  project  has  on 
land  use  in  the  North  of  Market  Area.  Our  own  research  indicates  already  property 
values  are  increasing  --  doubling,  tripling;  land  sales  are  increasing.  And,  conse- 
quently, there  have  been  .  .  .  residential  and  commercial  rent  increases.  And  we 
anticipate  very  serious  displacement  regardless  of  whether  or  not  this  project  is  ever 
built.  We  feel  the  EIR  should  analyze  the  effects  on  the  environment  that  this 
project  has  already  had  before  it's  built." 

"The  public  announcement  and  formal  City  review  of  the  Zl  145  Markel7  development 
have  already  generated  land  use  impacts  on  the  surrounding  properties.  The  DEIR, 
however,  completely  lacks  an  analysis  of  these  impacts. 

"Anticipation  of  a  /l45,20Q7  square  foot  development  will  have  impacts  far  beyond 
the  obvious  on-site  land  use  changes.  The  NOMPC  has  conducted  on-going  research 
on  land  use  changes  which  are  attributable  to  the  anticipation  of  high  intensity 
development  in  the  area  surrounding  Z1145  Market7.  Our  preliminary  findings 
indicate: 

•  Property  turnover  at  an  ever  increasing  rate; 

•  Property  values  have  increased  dramatically,  sometimes  three-  to  four-fold 
in  a  few  years. 

"Increased  land  values  are  passed  through  to  both  commercial  and  residential  tenants 
in  the  form  of  increased  rents. 

•  The  rents  on  residential  units,  once  vacated,  are  frequently  increased  by  50- 
100%. 
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•  Businesses  are  unprotected  by  any  form  of  rent  control  and  are  also  severely 
affected.  Neighborhood-serving  businesses  and  services  are  losing  their 
leases  to  more  profitable  tourist  serving  uses  at  an  alarming  rate. 

•  Residential  hotels  are  illegally  converting  to  more  profitable  tourist  use. 

"The  DEIR  for  /1145  Marked  must  contain  complete  and  comprehensive  information 
concerning  the  land  use  changes  that  have  already  occurred  as  a  result  of  the  mere 
announcement  of  (the)  development  in  the  middle  of  a  low-rise,  low-income  residen- 
tial community.  These  impacts  are  quantifiable,  and  would  enable  the  Planning 
Commission  and  the  public  to  evaluate  the  merits  of  this  project  in  the  context  of  its 
surrounding  environment. 

"The  economic  forces  created  by  the  introduction  of  A 145  Market7  into  .  .  .  the 
Tenderloin  will;  (1)  increase  land  values  in  the  immediate  area  of  the  project  site,  (2) 
increase  speculative  activity;  (3)  cause  rents  to  increase,  thereby  (4)  displacing 
existing  residential  tenants;  causing  (5)  less  profitable  neighborhood  uses  --  such  as 
grocery  stores,  thrift  stores,  etc.  --  to  convert  to  high  profit  endeavors  catering  to  a 
more  affluent  clientele  or  catering  towards  non-residential  (tourist  or  office)  use  and 
(6)  decrease  overall  neighborhood  livability  for  the  remaining  low-income  residents. 

"The  DEIR  should  analyze  whether  or  not  the  proposed  plan  to  meet  housing  needs 
also  address  displacement  of  surrounding  affordable  housing  units  in  north  and  south 
of  Market,  and  whether  a  scaled  down  version  of  the  Holiday/Ramada/Hilton 
mitigation  package  is  appropriate. 

"The  NOMPC  believes  that  the  addition  of  96  housing  units,  in  exchange  for 
A45,20Q7square  feet  of  development,  is  completely  unacceptable,  as  it  does  not  begin 
to  offset  the  impact  this  project  will  have  on  the  thousands  of  low-cost  housing  units 
surrounding  the  project  site.  The  EIR  should  analyze  a  mitigation  requirement  which 
reduces  the  impact  of  this  project  to  an  insignificant  level. 

"The  EIR  for  the  Ramada  Inn  documented  indirect  displacement  effects  of  intensive 
commercial  highrise  development  in  a  low-income  residential  neighborhood.  The 
Planning  Commission  subsequently  found  that  all  three  luxury  hotels  would  have  a 
significant  adverse  impact  on  the  availability  of  low-  and  moderate-income  housing 
and  of  neighborhood  serving  commercial  uses. 
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"The  Ramada  Inn  EIR  analyzes  the  impact  that  the  intensification  of  existing  land 
uses  will  have  on  the  Tenderloin; 

"This  could  indirectly  encourage  the  demolition  and  conversion  of  existing  low- 
intensity  land  uses.  As  property  values  increase  in  the  Tenderloin,  property  not 
built  up  to  maximum  permitted  zoning  and  height  and  bulk  districts  would 
become  more  valuable.  Property  owners  desiring  to  realize  increased  economic 
returns  would  eventually; 

•  Replace  under-use  land  with  the  maximum  allowable  land  uses; 

•  Upgrade  existing  land  uses  to  increase  economic  returns  on  their 
property;  or 

•  Convert  existing  uses  to  another  permitted  use  that  will  be  more 
profitable. 

"Any  one  of  these  actions  would  have  the  indirect  effect  of  displacing  or 
converting  residential  or  neighborhood-serving  uses  to  more  intense  office, 
commercial  or  tourist-serving  uses,  resulting  in  a  loss  of  low-income  housing  in 
the  Tenderloin  and  the  City  as  a  whole  (page  103d  Ramada  Inn  EIR). 

"Comparable  impacts  would  occur  as  a  result  of  /l  145  Market7  and  need  to  be 
adequately  addressed  in  the  EIR." 

RESPONSE 

If  successfully  marketed,  the  proposed  project  could  have  growth-inducing  effects 
within  the  project  site  area  by  increasing  land  values  and  thereby  encouraging  other 
similar  projects  on  underdeveloped  land  near  the  site.  An  increase  in  the  middle  and 
upper  income  population  would  change  the  social  and  economic  composition  of  the 
neighborhood.  Commercial  establishments  could  be  affected  by  changes  in  the  type 
or  quality  of  goods  and  services  demanded  by  new  residents  due  to  area  growth.  As 
stated  in  the  response  on  page  4  of  this  document,  most  commercial  activity  in  the 
North  of  Market  Area  is  devoted  to  retail  sales  and  services,  some  of  which  cater  to 
local  residents,  and  others  that  cater  primarily  to  tourists  and  some  businesses  cater 
to  City  shoppers  and  local  office  workers.  In  most  cases,  clientele  is  determined  by 
price,  quality  and  location.  For  example,  coffee  shops  located  closer  to  Civic  Center 
serve  local  residents  and  government  office  workers.  The  stores  located  along 
Market  Street  adjacent  to  the  North  of  Market  Area  cater  to  local  and  Citywide 
shoppers.  Existing  local  and  neighborhood  serving  establishments  within  the  project 
area    could    be    affected    by    property    value    and    rent    increases,  causing 
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displacement  of  small  shop  tenants,  or  conversion  to  commercial  uses  that  bring  a 
higher  economic  return. 

These  effects  would  be  long-term  and  cumulative,  and  the  proposed  1145  Market 
Street  project  would  incrementally  contribute  to,  rather  than  be  the  sole  cause  of 
such  trends.  Construction  of  residential  units  and  commercial/office  space  has  been 
proposed  at  the  site  of  the  existing  Trinity  Apartments  (8th  Street  between  Market 
and  Mission  Streets)  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  However,  development  plans  are 
too  preliminary  in  nature  to  provide  any  specific  information  on  the  impacts  that 
would  be  created  by  the  project.  In  any  case,  an  increase  in  the  intensity  of 
residential  and  commercial  use  on  the  site  would  contribute  to  growth  inducement 
effects  in  the  area.  Any  development  of  the  existing  Trinity  Plaza  site  would  be 
subject  to  environmental  review  wherein  the  details  and  magnitude  of  the  proposal's 
impacts  from  an  individual  and  cumulative  standpoint  would  be  more  defined. 

Development  activity  in  surrounding  areas  coupled  with  a  current  zoning  envelope 
which  exceeds  existing  development  has  lead  to  recent  property  sales  and  increased 
prices  in  the  North  of  Market  Area.  For  example,  1981  property  transactions  reveal 
that  some  properties  which  were  sold  several  times  over  the  last  four  years  increased 
in  value  from  100%  to  250%.  However,  some  of  the  increases  can  be  attributed  to 
the  initially  low  property  values.  Within  the  North  of  Market  Area,  14  development 
projects  have  either  been  filed,  approved  or  under  construction  as  of  the  end  of  1982 
(North  of  Market  Rezoning  Study,  page  45).  Projects  approved  for  construction 
include  three  hotels,  two  residential  condominiums  and  about  1,000,000  square  feet  of 
office  and  commercial  space.  It  is  acknowledged  that  development  pressure  has 
contributed  to  the  conversion  of  residential  hotel  rooms  to  tourist  hotel  rooms  in  the 
North  of  Market  Area.  The  Residential  Hotel  Conversion  Ordinance  was  adopted  in 
1981  to  respond  to  this  growing  pressure.  Its  intent  is  primarily  to  restrict  excessive 
conversions  from  occurring  further.  If  current  development  trends  continue, 
however,  sites  containing  housing  for  existing  residents  and  neighborhood-serving 
retail  and  services  could  face  increased  pressure  for  redevelopment  or  conversion  to 
commercial  use.  Rising  property  values  and  escalating  rents  reflect  development 
pressures  to  further  replace  the  supply  of  moderate-  and  low-income  dwelling  units 
with  tourist  and  office-oriented  commercial  development.  This  increase  in  property 
value  would  also  constrict  the  ability  to  acquire  property  in  the  area  for  the  purposes 
of  providing  non-profit,  low-income  housing  opportunities. 
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As  the  socio-economic  character  of  the  adjacent  neighborhoods  would  change  due  to 
cumulative  development,  new  residents  may  desire  to  accelerate  the  process  so  that 
property  values  are  maintained  or  increased.  This  could  result  in  further  displace- 
ment of  the  low-income  population  of  the  Tenderloin. 

The  Department  has  no  record  available  to  indicate  that  announcement  of  the  1145 
Market  Street  project  has  spurred  an  increase  in  property  values  and  real  estate  sales 
of  the  magnitude  recited  by  the  commenter.  Material  submitted  by  the  commenter 
indicated  real  estate  activity  resulting  from  the  proposed  Mixed  Use  Development  on 
Assessor's  Block  331  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  Tenderloin,  adjacent  to  the 
downtown  hotel  and  retail  district. 

It  is  acknowledged,  however,  that  the  project  would  contribute  to  growth  inducing 
effects  that  could  extend  into  the  Tenderloin  area.  Should  the  project  be  approved 
and  built,  it  would  join  two  office  buildings  that  are  currently  under  construction  and 
noted  on  page  18  of  the  EIR:  1155  Market  Street  and  1170  Market  Street  (Mardikian 
Building),  and  10  United  Nations  Plaza,  the  Bay  Heritage  Financial  Building,  which 
was  recently  completed.  No  projects  have  been  approved  in  this  area  since  the 
project  application  was  filed. 

While  there  is  no  requirement  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  to 
provide  socio-economic  impact  analysis  in  an  EIR,  such  analysis  was  included  in  the 
Ramada  Hotel  EIR  (EE  80.171)  for  reasons  that  do  not  equally  apply  to  the  1145 
Market  project.  When  the  Ramada  was  being  proposed,  the  Department  also  had 
proposals  for  a  tower  addition  to  the  Hilton  Hotel  and  for  a  new  Holiday  Inn.  The 
three  sites  were  in  direct  proximity  to  each  other  and  in  representing  a  cumulative 
total  of  over  2,000  new  hotel  rooms,  presented  an  extension  of  the  first-class  hotel 
district  further  into  the  Tenderloin.  The  socio-economic  analysis  indicated  that  the 
three  hotel  proposals  would  contribute  to  indirect  economic  effects  on  the 
neighborhood.  The  extent  of  these  effects  were  unquantifiable  due  to  the  array  of 
outside  variables.  To  a  lesser  extent  is  there  an  ability  to  provide  precise 
information  as  to  the  socio-economic  effects  that  would  result  from  a  145,000  gross 
square  foot  office  building  that  is  is  located  outside  of  the  Tenderloin.  By  itself,  it  is 
questionable  if  a  measurable  socio-economic  impact  could  be  assigned  to  this  project. 
Under  the  Office/Housing  Production  Program  (OHPP),  the  mitigation  measure  for 
creating  96  housing  units  is  considered  to  be  adequate  address  to  the  housing  impact 
directly  associated  with  the  project. 


74 


The  increase  in  economic  pressures  for  more  intensive  property  development  in  the 
Tenderloin  area  has  been  recognized  by  the  City.  As  a  result,  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  prepared  the  North  of  Market  Rezoning  Study  in  March  1983,  with  the 
objectives  to  conserve  and  upgrade  existing  housing  stock,  establish  permanent  low- 
income  use  for  some  of  the  housing  stock,  promote  a  mixed  income  residential 
neighborhood,  and  to  develop  a  mix  of  uses  that  either  support  or  are  compatible  with 
residential  uses. 

The  following  is  inserted  after  paragraph  four  on  page  41,  Section  C,  Growth 
Inducement. 

"Development  activity  in  the  North  of  Market  and  South  of  Market  Area  has  lead 
to  recent  property  sales  and  increased  prices,  including  residential  rents.  The 
result  of  higher  rents,  which  also  is  caused  by  a  relative  lack  of  vacant  rental 
units  in  relation  to  demand,  has  been  overcrowding  and  displacement  in  the 
North  of  Market  and  South  of  Market  Area.  If  current  development  trends 
continue,  sites  containing  housing  for  existing  low-income  residents  and 
neighborhood-serving  retail  and  services  could  face  increased  pressure  for 
redevelopment.  Rising  property  values  and  escalating  rents  reflect  development 
pressures  to  further  replace  the  supply  of  moderate-  and  low-income  dwelling 
units  to  other  permitted  uses  that  would  be  more  profitable." 


C.    URBAN  DESIGN 

COMMMENT 
Jonathan  Malone 

"Page  2.  Please  include  a  photograph  showing  detail  of  the  Federal  Building  cornice 
next  to  a  photograph  of  the  project  model. 

"Page  44.  The  urban  design  role  of  this  structure  should  be  considered  within  the 
context  of  the  Civic  Center  Area.  The  Civic  Center  is  listed  as  an  Historic  District 
on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  based  on  its  significance  as  one  of  the 
nation's  most  outstanding  and  intact  collections  of  Beaux  Art  style  structures.  The 
plan  of  the  area  follows  design  principles  of  the  style,  and  new  construction  on  the 
periphery  of  the  district,  such  as  this  project,  should  be  considered  in  terms  of  design 
relationship  to  the  overall  district  plan. 

"This  draft  EIR  should  include  a  photograph  of  the  project  site  taken  from  the  Polk 
Street  steps  of  City  Hall.  This  perspective  would  enable  a  careful  review  of  how  the 
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upper  stories  of  the  project  may  be  enhanced  to  complement  this  important  vista 
down  Civic  Center  and  United  Nations  Plazas." 

REPONSE 

The  proposed  project  would  not  be  designed  to  repeat  or  copy  the  Beaux  Art  style  of 
architecture  of  the  Civic  Center  buildings  or  cornice  of  the  Federal  Building,  but 
would  be  designed  to  complement  the  mass,  height,  color,  and  design  of  other 
structures  in  the  area  as  noted  on  pages  A-31  through  A-37  of  the  EIR. 

As  articulated  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  urban  design  guidelines  for  the 
United  Nations  Plaza  area,  all  buildings  enclosing  the  Plaza  north  of  Market  Street 
should  respect  the  cornice  height  of  the  Federal  Building.  It  is  the  intent  of  the 
project  architects  to  relate  the  height  and  scale  of  the  structure's  base  to  the 
approximate  60-foot-height  of  the  Federal  Office  Building  cornice,  which  would  be 
accomplished  by  providing  setbacks  of  upper  stories  from  the  Market  Street  frontage 
beginning  at  the  5th  floor  level. 

The  following  is  inserted  at  the  end  of  paragraph  2,  page  11: 

"A  photograph  of  the  Federal  Building,  Bay  Heritage  Building  and  United  Nations 
Plaza  is  shown  on  Figure  8A,  page  16A." 

A  photomontage  of  the  proposed  project  as  would  be  viewed  from  the  Polk  Street 
steps  of  City  Hall  is  provided  on  Figure  R-l. 

D.  SHADOWS 

COMMENT 

Commissioner  Bierman 

"But  it's  interesting  that  in  the  photographs  they  use  to  make  their  project  look  nice, 
they  have  taken  two  photographs,  one  on  page  13  and  one  on  page  15,  and  both  of 
those  show  the  plaza  fountain  with  the  sunshine  on  it.  They  show  people  walking  on 
page  13,  lots  of  people  walking,  all  in  sunlight.  Now,  bear  in  mind  that  both  those 
photographs,  as  the  shadow  diagrams  show  back  in  the  appendicies,  but  not  in  the 
main  body  of  the  EIR,  they  will  be  shadowed  every  —  all  of  December  morning,  the 
sidewalk  will  be  shadowed. 
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View  toward  United  Nations  Plaza  showing  the  Federal 
and  Bay  Heritage  (right). 
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SOURCE:  EIP  CORPORATION  Figure  No.  8A 
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"This  is  really  one  of  the  nicest  created  plazas,  and  I  would  request  that  the  shadow 
diagrams  be  in  the  main  part  of  the  EIR,  not  in  the  appendices,  giving  them  the 
importance  that  they  should  have.  I  think  it's  wrong  of  us  to  be  doing  this  shadowing, 
and  at  the  very  least  it  ought  to  be  explained  better." 

Sue  Hestor 

"I  think  you  have  problems  with  the  urban  design  on  shadows." 
Jonathan  Malone 

"The  Board  suggests  a  discussion  of  possible  shadow  and  wind  impacts  on  UN  Plaza 
should  the  remainder  of  the  block  on  which  the  project  is  located  be  developed  to  the 
allowable  height  and  density." 

Bradford  Paul 

"It  will  impact  sunlight  on  Market  Street  and  U.N.  Plaza  and  preserving  sunlight  is  a 
priority  of  our  organization." 

RESPONSE 

The  shadow  analysis  for  the  project  was  prepared  as  part  of  the  Initial  Study  and 
Preliminary  Negative  Declaration  issued  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  on  May 
21,  1982.  The  Initial  Study  is  included  as  Appendix  A  of  the  EIR.  On  September  2, 
1982,  the  Commission  determined  that  an  EIR  was  required  on  the  proposed  project 
providing  further  impact  analysis  for  growth  inducement  cumulative  transportation 
and  cumulative  air  quality  impacts;  shadows  were  not  identified  as  a  potentially 
significant  impact. 

The  shadow  analysis  indicates  that  the  project  would  cast  a  shadow  (assuming 
sunshine  every  day  of  the  year)  beyond  the  north  curb  of  Market  Street  after  10:00 
a.m.  for  about  200  days  a  year  for  about  one  and  one-half  to  two  hours  on  each 
morning  during  the  months  of  January  through  March,  September  through  December. 
The  project  would,  in  conjunction  with  other  projects  in  the  area,  shadow  a  portion  of 
the  United  Nations  Plaza  Fountain  about  60  days  a  year  for  about  one  and  one-half  to 
two  hours  each  day  during  the  months  of  November  through  January.  Although  not 
precisely  indicative  of  cloudiness  conditions  in  San  Francisco,  it  is  noted  that 
cloudiness  measurements  taken  at  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  show  that 
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during  November  through  January,  daytime  skies  are  typically  cloudy  41%  of  the 
time,  partly  cloudy  27%  of  the  time  and  clear  32%  of  the  time  (United  States 
Department  of  Commerce,  Climatology  of  the  United  States  No.  60-4,  Climates  of 
the  States,  revised  June  1979,  page  44). 

Shadow  studies  for  the  project  have  been  prepared  by  Peter  Bosselmann  of  the  UC 
Berkeley  Enviornmental  Simulation  Laboratory  (ESL),  which  appear  as  Figures  R-2 
through  R-10  on  pages  25-33  of  this  document.  The  study  reflects  sun  shading  concepts 
and  criteria  introduced  in  the  ESL  report,  Sun  and  Light  for  Downtown  San  Francisco, 
April  1983,  which  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Department  of  City  Planning's 
proposal  for  the  Downtown  Plan,  August  1983.  As  compared  to  the  shadow  studies 
originally  prepared  for  the  project  that  appear  on  pages  A-49  through  A-56  of  the 
EIR,  the  Bosselmann  study  uses  the  most  current  methodology. 

The  Bosselmann  study  includes  additional  shadow  information  indicating  what  the 
cumulative  impact  would  be  on  the  United  Nations  Plaza  if  the  four  remaining 
developable  lots  east  of  the  project  site  on  the  block  were  built  to  a  maximum  height 
of  120  feet  as  proposed  in  the  Downtown  Plan.  The  lots  labeled  "A"  and  "B,"  contain 
buildings  proposed  for  preservation  in  the  Downtown  Plan.  Under  the  current  height 
limit  of  190  feet,  the  shadows  cast  by  the  four  lots  would  be  approximately  60% 
longer.  The  plaza  would  virtually  be  in  complete  shadow  in  the  morning  hours  of 
December.  A  majority  of  the  plaza  would  receive  shade  at  10  a.m.  in  March,  after 
which  time  shadows  would  be  substantially  decreased  and  be  cast  off  the  plaza  after 
noontime.  In  June,  shadows  would  be  least  intrusive,  extending  slightly  onto  the 
plaza  at  10  a.m.  and  being  off  the  plaza  before  noontime. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  shadow  diagrams  do  not  assume  any  urban 
design  features  on  the  four  building  envelopes  that  could  be  incorporated  to  reduce 
shadow  impacts;  in  other  portions  of  the  Downtown  Plan,  policies  and  guidelines  are 
proposed  to  minimize  these  effects.  As  an  example,  the  design  of  the  proposed 
project  contains  several  setbacks,  the  result  of  which  is  sun  shading  effects  from  a 
190-foot  structure  being  comparable  to  the  shadows  cast  by  unsculpted  structures  120 
feet  in  height. 
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E.  TRANSPORTATION 

1.  Traffic 
COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

"On  traffic  shifting  into  the  neighborhoods,  onto  residential  streets  because  of  lack  of 
capacity,  especially  to  the  South  Bay,  the  impacts  are  in  the  Downtown  EIR  for 
traffic  flow  through  residential  areas.  In  part  it  is  a  necessity,  because  it's  the  only 
way  you  can  get  from  the  North  Bay  is  through  residential  streets  once  you  get  off 
the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  because  there  are  no  freeway  connections,  thank  God.  But 
also  from  the  South  Bay,  Because  of  the  passage  problems  on  101  and  280. 

"The  downtown  EIR  gives  you  some  initial  information  as  a  cut.  Put  that  in  this  EIR. 
Tell  us  how  bad  it's  going  to  be  in  the  Mission  corridor,  in  Bayshore  and  Bay  View. 
Because  you  have  that  information  in  the  Downtown  EIR  now,  because  that's  the 
implication  of  what  happens  when  freeways  not  only  hit  capacity,  which  they  are  at 
right  now,  but  continue  to  exceed  it,  and  people  try  and  figure  out  how  they're  going 
to  get  to  work  in  the  morning." 

Darnall  Reynolds 

"Traffic  generated  by  this  project  will  add  to  the  significant  peak  period  congestion 
already  experienced  on  State  highways  in  San  Francisco  and  adjacent  counties. 

Cumulative  traffic  impact  on  State  highway  network  from  this  project  as  well  as 
from  other  planned  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco  should  be  discussed." 

Bradford  Paul 

"After  construction,  1145  Market  will  increase  demand  for  auto  traffic  and  tour 
buses,  presenting  hazardous  congestion  for  the  many  physically  impaired  people  who 
live  in  the  low-income  and  government  subsidized  housing  in  the  project  vicinity." 

"The  Democratic  National  Convention,  scheduled  for  July  1984,  will  further  increase 
pedestrian  and  vehicular  usage  within  the  project  vicinity,  compounding  construction 
related  impacts  on  the  neighborhood. 
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Traffic  would  be  further  impacted  by  the  practice  of  semi-trucks  parking  across  the 


sidewalk  while  making  deliveries." 


RESPONSE 

Beyond  recognizing  that  peak  freeway  traffic  volumes  are  and  will  continue  to  be  at 
virtual  capacity,  the  Downtown  Consultant  Report,  "Growth  Management 
Alternatives  for  San  Francisco,"  referred  to  by  the  commentator  as  "the  Downtown 
EIR,"  does  not  provide  any  specific  information  regarding  the  diversion  of  freeway 
commute  traffic  onto  the  local  street  network. 

It  is  recognized  that  as  traffic  congestion  increases  on  regional  highways,  traffic 
could  be  diverted  to  local  streets.  This  diversion  would  depend  upon  the  relative 
travel  times  encountered  on  the  street  and  highway  network.  Travel  to/from  the 
North  Bay  would  probably  utilize  a  greater  number  of  local  streets.  To  the  extent 
that  local  streets  would  represent  a  time  savings  over  the  freeways,  trips  could  also 
be  diverted  from  1-280  and  Highway  101.  The  traffic  diversion  would  add  to  the 
congestion  on  local  streets,  particularly  along  secondary  routes  serving  the  downtown 
(such  routes  could  include  The  Embarcadero  to/from  the  North  Bay  and  Third  Street 
to/from  the  Peninsula). 

There  is  limited  research  regarding  the  extent  of  citywide  through  traffic  being 
diverted  from  freeways  to  surface  streets.  However,  a  1977  study  by  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  documented  through  traffic  in  the  Mission  District.  Based  upon  this 
study,  approximately  16%  of  the  total  northbound  Mission  District  traffic  (during  the 
a.m.  peak  period)  is  diverted  from  the  freeway  (San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  Division  Traffic  Engineering,  Mission  District  Traffic 
Study,  July,  1977,  page  23).  In  that  instance,  the  diversion  reflected  vehicles 
diverting  from  1-280  to  the  Mission  Street  corridor  (via  San  Jose  Avenue).  It  would  be 
very  tenuous  to  estimate  diversion  levels  in  other  corridors  -the  diversion  would 
depend  upon  the  availability  of  alternate  surface  street  routes  and  the  degree  to 
which  surface  streets  compare  favorably  with  freeway  travel  times.  As  an  example, 
congestion  on  Route  101  (to/from  the  Peninsula)  could  cause  some  diversion  to  Third 
Street.  The  alternatives  of  this  route  however,  would  depend  upon  a  comparison  of 
travel  times,  considering  such  factors  as  traffic  signals,  channel  crossings,  and  side 
street  friction.  Other  than  the  Mission  District  Study,  there  are  no  surveys 
documenting  through  traffic  levels  on  surface  streets. 
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The  EIR  (page  31)  projects  a  total  of  17,750  person  trips  by  auto  as  a  result  of 
cumulative  downtown  development.  With  an  auto  occupancy  of  1.4  and  about  one- 
half  of  the  trips  destined  for  the  region,  approximately  6,300  p.m.  peak  hour  vehicles 
would  be  added  to  the  regional  highways.  This  added  traffic  would  exacerbate 
existing  congestion,  particularly  on  1-80  and  Highway  101.  Jammed  (service  level  E- 
F)  conditions  would  probably  be  extended  over  a  two-  to  three-hour  period. 

It  would  be  tenuous  to  estimate  to  what  extent  traffic  impacts  resulting  from  the 
Democratic  National  Convention  would  be  compounded  by  construction  activity  on  a 
site  that  is  about  two-thirds  of  a  mile  away.  The  two-week  duration  of  the 
convention  would  increase  population  and  transportation  demand  for  a  very  limited 
period  of  time.  In  itself,  such  a  temporary  activity  does  not  require  environmental 
review;  to  an  even  lesser  extent  would  environmental  review  be  required  for  spillover 
effects  if  the  convention  combined  with  long-term  development.  Page  43  of  the  EIR 
contains  four  mitigation  measures  to  minimize  temporary  impacts  that  could  be 
created  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  project. 

The  project  would  include  a  freight  loading  dock  accessible  from  Stevenson  Street. 
This  dock  would  accommodate  the  projects  average  demand  (page  36  of  the  EIR)  in 
accordance  with  City  guidelines  (San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  Resolution 
No.  9286,  adopted  on  January  21,  1982). 

2.  Transit 
COMMENT 
Darnall  Reynolds 

"An  anticipated  increase  in  transit  usage  is  indicated  in  the  last  paragraph  on  page  32 
of  the  DEIR.  This  information  should  be  substantiated  with  facts  and  figures." 

Bradford  Paul 

"Ridership  will  be  increased  on  Muni,  Bart,  and  other  public  transit  systems.  These 
systems  are  already  crowded;  public  transit  is  one  of  the  neighborhood  amenities  that 
makes  life  in  the  Tenderloin  tolerable  for  seniors  and  other  low-income  residents, 
further  crowding  beyond  capacity  will  undoubtably  limit  residents'  mobility." 
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RESPONSE 

Page  32  of  the  EIR  indicates  that  there  is  a  potential  for  shifting  to  other  modes  of 
transportation,  including  transit,  as  current  freeway  and  parking  capacity 
increasingly  restrict  the  use  of  single  occupancy  vehicles. 

For  example,  data  collated  at  the  Bay  Bridge  toll  plaza  indicates  an  increase  in 
carpooling  in  recent  years.  In  the  spring  of  1977,  vehicle  occupancies  in  the  carpool 
lanes  during  the  6:30  a.m.  to  9:00  a.m.  commute  period  averaged  3.52  persons  per 
vehicle  while  the  other  lanes  averaged  1.21  persons  per  vehicle.  Average  occupancy 
over  all  the  lanes  was  1.53  persons  per  vehicle  (this  is  because  there  were  more 
vehicles  in  the  non-carpool  lanes.  In  the  fall  of  1980,  the  carpool  lane  vehicle 
occupancy  had  increased  to  4.0  persons  per  vehicle  while  the  non-carpool  lane 
occupancy  had  increased  to  1.26  persons  per  vehicle.  Overall  vehicle  occupany 
increased  to  1.9  persons  per  vehicle  which  indicates  a  proportionately  greater 
increase  in  use  of  the  carpool  lanes  (Traffic  Survey  Series  A-48,  and  MA-55, 
University  of  California,  1978,  and  MTC  1980). 

As  outlined  on  pages  33-36  of  the  EIR,  the  project's  effects  would  not  be  measurable 
within  the  typical  daily  fluctuation  in  transit  system  ridership.  (Because  peak  hour 
project  travel  would  be  reduced  as  per  the  1983  City  guidelines,  the  project's  effects 
on  transit  would  also  be  reduced  from  the  levels  calculated  in  the  EIR  as  discussed  on 
page  51  of  this  document).  It  is  recognized,  however,  that  cumulative  downtown 
development  would  impact  the  various  transit  systems,  causing  crowding  during  the 
peak  periods. 

See  also  Response  5  of  this  section,  Mitigation,  page  97. 

3.  Pedestrians 
COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

"Are  they  going  to  ban  walking  on  Market  Street?  I  hope  that's  what  it  means  when  it 
says  designated  walkways  around  the  project.  That  has  to  be  absolutely  clear  that 
they  can't  take  any  part  of  Market  Street  for  pedestrian  walkway  on  this  block, 
period.  There  has  to  be  a  safe,  wide  pedestrian  path  on  that  sidewalk,  with  absolutely 
no  extrusion  of  the  construction  site  at  all  into  the  street.  Because  that  would  be 
absolute  chaos  for  Muni." 
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Bradford  Paul 

"The  sidewalk  traffic  .  .  .  will  greatly  increase.  In  certain  areas,  the  flow  of  sidewalk 
traffic  will  reach  the  constrained  flow  level.  Wind  levels  will  be  increased 
dramatically,  making  it  even  more  difficult  for  frail  residents  to  get  around." 

RESPONSE 

Mitigation  measure  6  (page  43  of  the  EIR)  is  intended  to  provide  adequate  pedestrian 
access  along  a  portion  of  the  Market  Street  sidewalk  fronting  the  site.  It  is  not 
recommended  that  a  pedestrian  walkway  extend  into  Market  Street  itself. 

Pedestrian  flows  along  the  Market  Street  sidewalk  would  not  be  measurably  affected 
by  the  project  (flows  would  remain  "unimpeded"  as  stated  on  page  A-30  of  the  EIR). 
With  cumulative  development  in  the  project  area,  flows  would  degrade  from 
"unimpeded"  to  "impeded"  as  stated  on  page  37  of  the  EIR. 

4.  Parking 
COMMENT 
Bradford  Paul 

"The  total  amount  of  parking  wil  be  decreased  by  the  proposed  development.  The 
result  will  be  more  traffic,  more  congested  traffic  patterns,  less  parking,  and  more 
obstructions  of  the  sidewalks  and  crosswalks." 

RESPONSE 

The  1145  Market  project  would  not  demolish  any  parking  facilities  and  thus  not 
decrease  parking  supply.  The  introduction  of  new  employees,  however,  would 
contribute  to  a  cumulative  increase  in  demand  for  transit,  particularly  in  considering 
the  proximity  of  the  project  site  to  BART  and  Muni,  and  this  is  acknowledged  on  page 
47  of  the  EIR.  Please  also  refer  to  pages  50-52  of  this  document,  Staff-Initiated  Text 
Changes,  which  indicate  that  under  new  transportation  guidelines  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  in  September  1983,  the  parking  demand  calculated  is 
considerably  reduced  from  the  number  of  spaces  indicated  in  the  EIR  on  page  36. 
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5.  Mitigation 
COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

"On  page  42  .  .  .  tell  us  how  much  these  mitigation  measures  are  going  to  mitigate. 
Because  you  have  a  list  of  things,  and  it  looks  like  you  have  a  lot,  but  how  much 
mitigation  is  it  to  encourage  transit  use  if  the  transit  system  can't  take  the  capacity? 
How  much  mitigation  has  actually  occurred  by  the  requirement  that  on-site  transit 
passes  are  sold,  and  why  is  it  so  hard  still  to  get  a  transit  pass  downtown?  And  why 
do  people  have  such  a  hard  time  buying  BART  tickets?  I  don't  know  how  effective 
that  measure  has  been.  So  tell  us  how  much  it's  going  to  mitigate. 

"And  your  transportation  mitigation  measures  page  43,  number  7,  8,  9  and  10  aren't 
mitigation  measures,  they  are  EIR  conditions.  All  of  this  stuff  about  coordinating 
construction  schedules,  that's  a  condition  in  San  Francisco,  that's  not  a  mitigation." 

RESPONSE 

There  is  no  direct  empirical  data  documenting  the  effectiveness  of  the  specified 
mitigation  measures  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  The  most  recent  survey  data, 
however,  (San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental 
Review,  July  1983)  indicates  auto  commuting  has  dropped  (from  the  36%  listed  in  the 
EIR)  to  about  19%  of  all  commute  trips.  The  BART,  Muni,  AC  Transit,  and  SP 
systems  plan  to  increase  capacity  (pages  33-35)  to  accommodate  ridership  growth. 
Due  to  financial  limitations,  the  Golden  Gate  Transit  District  would  probably  not  be 
able  to  increase  its  capacity  to  accommodate  any  increased  ridership  demands.  The 
promotion  of  transit  and  continued  traffic  congestion  and  parking  problems  appear  to 
have  induced  a  continuing  shift  toward  public  transit  usage. 

Measures  7-10  on  page  43  of  the  EIR  are  mitigating  factors  to  minimize  disruption 
during  construction  phases  and  may  be  incorporated  as  conditions  if  the  project  is 
approved. 
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F.    AIR  QUALITY 

1.     Acid  Rain 
COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

"I  will  also  provide  you  a  copy  of  an  article  on  acid  rain  in  the  Sierra,  where  the 
University  of  California  at  Berkeley  is  tracing  air  quality  problems  right  back  home, 
to  this  City,  because  ...  we  definitely  take  a  share,  with  all  of  the  auto  generating 
businesses  on  the  Peninsula  and  in  the  East  Bay,  in  exporting  serious  acid  rain 
problems  into  the  agricultural  areas,  which  are  core  of  California's  economy,  and  now 
into  the  Sierra." 


RESPONSE 

The  term  "acid  rain"  generally  refers  to  the  deposition  of  air  pollutants  onto  natural 
or  manmade  objects  that  cause  damage  because  of  acidity.  The  emissions  that  are 
implicated  in  the  formation  of  acid  rain  are  sulfur  dioxides,  nitrogen  oxides,  and 
reactive  hydrocarbon  compounds.  These  emissions  are  involved  in  a  complex  series  of 
chemical  reactions  in  the  atmosphere  and  on  the  ground  to  form  acidic  deposits. 

In  1979,  emissions  of  these  pollutants  in  San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  Area  as  a  whole 
were  as  follows  (Figures  shown  are  in  tons). 


Nitrogen 
Oxides 

Sulfur 
Oxides 

Total  Hydrocarbons 


San 
Francisco 

68.2 


13.8 
89.3 


1979 
Bay  Area 
Total 

643 


195 
1,740 


1979 
San  Francisco 
%  of  Total 

10.6% 


7.1% 
5.1% 


Source:     Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District,  Base  Year  1979  Emissions 
Inventory,  San  Francisco,  July  1,  1982. 

Substantial  portions  of  the  nitrogen  oxides  and  hydrocarbon  emissions  are  released  by 
automobiles.  The  remainder  is  largely  from  stationary  sources  of  various  types,  such 
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as  industrial  plants.  Natural  geothermal  sources  also  account  for  significant 
quantities  of  emissions.  All  these  emissions  can  contribute  to  potential  acid  rain 
conditions  downwind. 

The  proposed  project  and  other  development  in  San  Francisco  would  therefore 
incrementally  contribute  to  acid  rain  in  downwind  areas.  It  is  not  expected  that  the 
contribution  of  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  measurable  amount  of  acid  rain 
in  downwind  areas. 

Because  of  ongoing  emission  control  efforts  regionwide,  emissions  of  nitrogen  oxides, 
sulfur  oxides  and  hydrocarbons  are  predicted  to  decrease  through  the  mid  1980s  and 
then  increase  slowly  to  the  end  of  the  century  (predictions  for  later  dates  have  not 
been  made). 

Cumulative  development  in  San  Francisco  would  contribute  to  these  emissions  and 
would  therefore  result  in  somewhat  poorer  air  quality,  including  possible  acid  rain, 
than  would  result  if  this  development  did  not  occur  anywhere  in  the  region. 

2.     Project  Generated  Impacts 

COMMENT 

Bradford  Paul 

"The  development  would  add  to  local  and  regional  accumulation  of  carbon  monoxide, 
hydrocarbons,  nitrogen  oxides  (the  last  two  resulting  in  smog)  and  particulates. 
During  adverse  meteorological  conditions  such  as  inversions,  such  accumulations  can 
be  great  enough  to  constitute  a  health  hazard. 

"Roadside  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  would  be  increased  to  cause  the  eight- 
hour  standard  of  9.0  ppm  to  be  exceeded. 

"During  construction,  the  project  will  generate  small  sized  particulates  which  will 
present  significant  health  hazards,  especially  to  senior  citizens  and  those  with 
respitory  problems. 

RESPONSE 

As  noted  in  the  air  quality  impacts  section  (pages  39-40  of  the  EIR),  the  project 
would  add  to  the  amount  of  carbon  monoxide,  hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides  in  the 
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atmosphere.  Table  5,  page  40  of  the  EIR  indicates  that  the  quantities  of  cabon 
monoxide  involved  are  beneath  the  sensitivity  of  the  modeling  methods.  As  noted  in 
the  last  paragraph  on  page  39  of  the  EIR,  project  generated  emmissions  of 
hydrocarbons  and  nitrogen  oxides  (which  are  the  principal  components  leading  to 
formation  of  photochemical  smog)  would  contribute  to  increased  ozone 
concentrations  and  possibly  to  violations  of  standards  in  areas  where  the  standards 
are  already  violated  or  nearly  violated.  However,  the  influence  of  the  amount  of 
ozone  due  to  project  generated  emissions  would  be  far  below  the  sensitivity  of  the 
modeling  nethods  or  conventional  monitoring  equipment. 

It  is  noteworthy  that  the  estimate  of  the  amount  of  traffic  generated  by  cumulative 
development  has  been  revised  since  Table  5  was  prepared  (see  page  50  of  this 
document).  The  revised  estimates  are  lower.  Based  upon  this  new  traffic  data,  each 
of  the  CO  cencentrations  reported  in  Table  5  should  be  lowered  by  about  1  ppm. 

The  results  of  the  CO  modeling  reported  in  Table  5  indicate  that  the  state  and 
federal  8  hour  average  CO  standards  of  9  ppm  would  be  equalled,  but  not  exceeded  in 
1988  with  cumulative  development  and  the  proposed  project.  As  noted  above,  these 
values  have  been  adjusted  downward  by  about  1  ppm  to  reflect  revised  estimates  of 
the  amount  of  traffic  which  would  be  generated  by  cumulative  development. 

Construction  activities,  particularly  site  preparation,  foundation  construction,  and 
hauling  of  materials  to  and  from  the  site  have  the  potential  to  generate  dust,  some  of 
which  would  be  composed  of  particles  which  may  be  hazardous  when  inhaled  in 
significant  quantities.  Although  data  and  models  upon  which  to  base  reliable 
estimates  of  the  amount  of  particulate  matter  which  would  be  generated  are  not 
available,  it  is  possible  that  ambient  air  quality  standards  could  be  violated  during 
adverse  meterological  conditions  during  some  construction  activities.  Since  air 
quality  standards  are  set  at  levels  to  protect  human  health,  this  impact  would  be 
notable.  Mitigation  measures  designed  to  reduce  generation  of  particulate  matter 
appear  on  page  45  of  the  EIR. 

3.  Cumulative  Development 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor 

"On  page  27,  the  air  quality  comments  in  the  EIR,  in  the  section  that  says  that  San 
Francisco's  air  is  pretty  clean,  but  it  doesn't  say  .  .  .  what's  the  other  side  of  that. 


100 


"The  other  side  of  existing  fairly  decent  air  quality  in  San  Francisco  is  fairly  terrible 
air  quality  in  some  places  in  the  East  Bay  and  as  far  away  as  Fresno  and  as  far  away 
as  the  Sierra  from  cumulative  air  quality  problems  that  the  Bay  Area  generates.  We 
are  a  generator  of  poor  air  quality.  It  just  doesn't  stick  around  here,  it  blows  east. 
We  think  you  should  acknowledge  that  in  the  environmental  section  of  the  EIR. 

"On  page  39,  when  you  talk  about  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  air  quality 
generated  by  this  project,  we  would  like  to  contest  the  finding  of  no  significant 
cumulative  impact.  Every  time  you  recite  the  fact  that  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
District  finds  that,  I  ask  you,  what  is  the  amount  of  square  feet  in  San  Francisco  that 
they  are  using  in  their  projections?  Because  if  they  are  using  this  rate  of 
development  in  downtown  San  Francisco  as  their  projections  five  and  ten  years  ago, 
no  wonder  they're  finding  that. 

"I  would  like  to  know  if  in  fact  their  air  quality  analysis  is  based  on  the  18  million 
square  feet  that  you  analyze  in  this  EIR.  /We/  don't  think  the  18  million  square  feet 
is  sufficient.  We  think  the  correct  figure  is  probably  about  twice  as  much,  because 
you  continue  to  omit  South  of  Market  development  in  YBC  and  in  Rincon  Hill  and 
Rincon  Point  and  South  Beach  as  well  as  Mission  Bay.  And  therefore  by  factoring 
those  projects  out,  you  factor  out  impacts." 

RESPONSE 

The  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  are  based  on  17.3  million  gross  square  feet  of 
development  (see  Appendix  D,  page  A-93).  The  impacts  would  be  greater  roughly  in 
proportion  to  the  increase  in  traffic  if  a  larger  amount  of  development  occurs. 
Ongoing  state  and  federal  regulations  governing  emissions  from  motor  vehicles,  as 
well  as  controls  on  stationary  sources  administered  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Maintenance  District,  California  Air  Resources  Board  and  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  are  predicted  to  result  in  basinwide  reductions  in  carbon  monoxide  (CO) 
reactive  hydrocarbons,  sulfur  dioxide  (SO2),  and  nitrogen  oxides,  (NOx)  until  the  late 
1980's.  After  that,  basin-wide  emissions  of  NOx,  SO2,  and  reactive  hydrocarbons  are 
predicted  to  rise  gradually  while  CO  concentrations  continue  to  fall.  This  situation  is 
the  result  of  the  balance  between  controls  on  individual  sources  of  air  pollution  and 
regional  growth.  An  explanation  of  the  cumulative  development  issues  appears  on 
pages  61  through  64  of  this  document,  which  includes  a  discussion  of  the  projects 
noted  in  the  comment. 
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Prevaling  winds  in  San  Francisco  are  from  the  northwest  and  tend  to  transport  air 
pollutants  to  other  part  of  the  Bay  Area  (see  page  27  of  the  EIR).  For  example, 
hydrocarbon  emissions  in  San  Francisco  are  likely  to  contribute  to  concentrations  of 
ozone  in  downwind  areas  such  as  Santa  Clara  and  Livermore,  depending  upon  specific 
meteorological  conditions. 

The  first  two  sentences  in  paragraph  3  on  page  27  are  revised  to  read: 

"Prevailing  winds  in  San  Francisco  are  from  the  northwest  and  tend  to  transport 
air  pollutants  to  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area.  However,  there  are  periods, 
usually  in  the  fall  and  winter,  when  the  air  in  San  Francisco  becomes  stagnant." 

G.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

1.  Fire 
COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

"Also  in  my  file  on  this  project  I  have  the  clipping  about  the  fire,  and  it  was  an  arson 
fire.  I  would  like  that  to  be  reflected  in  there,  and  see  if  the  Fire  Department  has 
any  more  information  on  how  that  arson  fire  just  happened.  I'm  always  suspicious  of 
those  kinds  of  things." 

RESPONSE 

The  Bureau  of  Fire  Investigation  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  indicated  that 
the  cause  of  the  fire  at  1145  Market  Street  in  February  1982  originated  by 
undeterminated  causes.  No  record  exists  for  the  occurrence  of  an  incendiary  fire  at 
the  project  site  (Bob  Gregg,  Bureau  of  Fire  Investigation,  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department,  telephone  communication,  August  24,  1983  and  Investogator  Jovick, 
Bureau  of  Fire  Investigation,  telephone  communication,  August  26,  1983). 

2.  Water 
COMMENT 
George  Nakagaki 

"There  is  an  adequate  supply  of  water  to  service  cumulative  development  in  the 
project  area;  however,  certain  water  mains  may  have  to  be  enlarged.  The  San 
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Francisco  Water  Department  would  be  responsible  for  upgrading  existing  facilities  to 
meet  increased  demand  for  domestic  water.  Upgrading  facilities  for  fire  protection 
water  would  be  paid  for  by  others. 

RESPONSE 

Comment  noted.  User  charges  finance  the  supply  of  domestic  water,  but  not  the 
enlarging  of  domestic  water  mains  (Cy  Wentworth,  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Public  Works,  City  Distribution  Division,  telephone  communication,  September  27, 
1983). 

H.    MARKET  DEMAND 

COMMENT 
Bradford  Paul 

"The  EIR  should  include  information  regarding  the  marketability  and  market  demand 
of  the  proposed  use.  Studies  which  detail  market  conditions  for  both  market-rate 
office  and  other  uses  are  available  and  should  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

The  NOMPC  is  concerned  that  there  is  an  uncertain  and  highly  speculative  demand 
for  the  uses  proposed  in  ^1145  Market7« 

Marketability  information  is  key  to  any  project.  A  successful,  fully  occupied  project 
will  cause  very  different  environmental  and  land  use  impacts  than  an  unoccupied 
7145,200/  square  foot  development.  Marketability  information  will  help  the 
Commission  and  the  public  determine  what  type  of  environmental  impacts  can  be 
expected  under  a  realistic  marketing  scenario." 

RESPONSE 

CEQA  does  not  require  a  market  survey  for  an  EIR  or  a  discussion  of  economics.  The 
construction  of  a  building  for  tenant  use  often  embodies  the  element  of  risk  that  the 
structure  may  not  be  filled  with  tenants  immediately  after  construction  or  for  a 
period  after  connstruction  unless  tenants  are  committed  to  occupancy  by  contract 
prior  to  construction.  However,  the  project  is  being  proposed  by  the  project  sponsor 
to  replace  the  existing  fire-damaged  building  on  the  project  site  in  response  to  the 
project  sponsor's  assessment  of  current  trends  in  the  need  for  office  space  in  San 
Francisco. 
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I.     UNAVOIDABLE  SIGNIFICANT  IMPACTS 

COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

"On  page  47,  cumulative  office  development,  when  you're  talking  about  unavoidable 
impacts,  that's  absolutely  insufficient.  It  doesn't  at  all  deal  with  the  problem  of 
pushing  the  office  core  down  south  --  pardon  me,  west  of  Sixth  Street,  between  Sixth 
Street  and  South  Van  Ness.  And  what  does  it  mean  cumulatively  in  terms  of 
pressures  to  develop  all  kinds  of  services  for  upper  income  people  and  push  out  a  lot 
of  low  income  people?" 

RESPONSE 

Displacement  is  a  recognized  concern  of  the  City,  as  well  as  other  socio-economic 
issues,  as  discussed  on  pages  65  -  75  of  this  document.  The  focus  of  Chapter  V, 
"Unavoidable  Significant  Environmental  Impacts,"  however,  is  on  the  physical 
elements  of  the  urban  environment. 

J.  ALTERNATIVES 

1.  No-Project 

COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

"On  page  48,  when  they  talk  about  the  alternative  one,  no  project,  they  say,  well,  if 
this  doesn't  happen  a  fire  struck  building  will  stay.  That  building  has  some  potential 
for  rehabilitation.  That  should  be  told  here.  What  if  it  goes  back  to  its  old  use, 
which  was  a  use  that  served  the  community,  with  the  Civic  Center  Market?" 

RESPONSE 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  the  idea  of  rehabilitating  the  existing  structure 
because  the  costs  of  rehabilitation  would  exceed  any  future  revenues  received  from 
the  rental  of  space  for  office  use  at  competitive  rates,  the  existing  building 
underutilizes  scarce  land  resources  in  the  downtown  area  (the  existing  structure  has  a 
FAR  of  3  while  the  permitted  FAR  is  10:1),  additional  expenditures  would  need  to  be 
made  to  improve  the  building's  interior  structural  stability  which  has  been  damaged 
by  fire  and  would  need  to  meet  the  seismic  requirements  of  the  building  code.  Based 
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on  existing  conditions  of  economics,  zoning  and  structural  stability,  it  is  doubtful  that 
the  building  would  be  rehabilitated  by  another  party  if  the  property  were  sold  at  this 
time. 

2.     Reduced  Height  (No  Shadows) 

COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor 

"Alternative  2B,  reduce  building  height.  You  need  an  alternative  that  doesn't  have 
shadows  on  Fulton  Street.  That  would  be  my  final  comment.  One  would  not,  from 
this  EIR,  have  any  sense  that  Fulton  Street  was  closed  by  the  City  to  create  a  public 
plaza.  And  that  is  a  very  important  plaza  on  the  other  side  of  the  street.  It's  very 
important  because  of  its  size;  it's  very  important  because  of  history;  it's  very 
important  because  the  City  thought  it  even  nice  to  put  down  the  medians  and 
meridians.  You  have  all  of  this  stuff  about  where  you  are  longitudinally  and 
latitudinally  on  that  plaza.  It  serves  a  lot  of  people.  It  serves  a  lot  of  people  with 
the  market  on  the  weekends.  It's  a  nice  plaza;  it  deserves  to  have  sunlight. 

".  .  .  you  need  to  develop  an  alternative  that  doesn't  have  any  shadows  on  Fulton 
Street,  and  Fulton  Street  is  the  plaza,  and  doesn't  have  any  shadows  on  United 
Nations  Plaza.  Because  those  are  important  public  plazas  .  .  ." 

Commissioner  Bierman 

"I  agree  with  Sue,  there  is  no  alternative  in  here  /that  has  no  shading  effects/. 
Maybe  this  project's  only  alternative  really  is  /that/  part  of  the  building  as  they  have 
designed  it  would  have  to  come  off  or  be  altered  to  not  have  so  much  shading  of  the 
plaza,  or  any.  I  guess  we  would  want  without  any,  /no  shadow/. 

RESPONSE 

A  structure  on  the  site  that  would  create  no  shadow  impacts  on  the  United  Nations 
Plaza  at  any  time  of  the  year  (from  December  21st,  9:00  AM  on)  could  have  a 
maximum  height  of  about  50  feet  at  the  property  line  along  Market  Street.  Such  a 
structure  would  be  approximately  the  same  height  as  the  existing  building.  With  a 
terraced  design,  the  structure  could  rise  to  a  maximum  of  about  85  feet  in  height  at 
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the  midpoint  of  the  lot  depth.  An  estimated  65,000  gross  square  feet  of  office  space 
could  be  contained  in  a  building  envelope  of  this  size. 

In  reexamining  the  shadow  impacts  of  the  proposed  project,  the  Environmental 
Simulation  Laboratory  (ESL)  study  (described  earlier  on  pages  76-91  of  this  document) 
also  described  what  modifications  to  the  project  would  be  necessary  in  order  to  meet 
the  shadow  criteria  contained  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning's  proposed 
Downtown  Plan  (pages  100-101);  the  criteria  recommends  the  elimination  of  shadows 
off  of  United  Nations  Plaza  at  9:00  AM  PST  and  off  of  the  north  sidewalk  on  Market 
Street  at  11:00  AM  PST  from  March  21  to  September  21.  Figure  R-ll  provides  a 
cross-section  of  the  proposed  building  and  the  solar  angles  at  the  Downtown  Plan 
criteria  times  of  9:00  and  11:00  that  dictate  the  space  within  which  a  building  could 
designed  in  order  to  be  in  compliance. 

As  the  figure  shows,  a  design  within  the  confines  of  the  9:00  solar  angle  would  also 
meet  the  11:00  criteria.  Such  a  design  would  be  about  136  feet  in  height,  about  55 
feet  lower  than  the  proposed  design  and  at  approximately  111,000  square  feet,  would 
represent  a  reduction  of  about  34,000  square  feet  of  floor  area. 

It  should  be  noted  that  this  building  envelope  would  have  a  height  of  about  78  feet  at 
the  property  frontage  along  Market  Street.  The  Urban  Form  section  of  the 
Downtown  Plan  recommends  a  frontage  height  of  90  feet.  Figure  R-12  provides  a 
graphic  representation  of  the  shadow  impacts  that  would  be  created  with  this  90  foot 
high  wall;  at  9:00  AM  PST  on  March  21st,  shadows  would  extend  for  20  feet  into  the 
United  Nations  Plaza. 

K.    SCOPE  OF  EIR 

COMMENT 
Sue  Hestor 

"On  page  2,  the  scoping  out  of  —  this  is  a  150,000-square-foot  project  roughly.  You 
scoped  out  land  use  compatibility.  I  don't  think  you  should  have,  because  there's  a 
clear  question  about  whether  office  buildings  should  be  a  dominant  use  down  in  this 
part  of  Market  Street,  because  of  the  problems  that  it  creates  on  the  C-3-G  uses  that 
are  in  that  area. 
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"And  the  lack  of  information,  the  scoping  out  of  housing  and  fiscal  impacts  I  find 
astonishing  in  the  context  of  that  neighborhood;  also  in  the  context  of  having  3,000 
daily  person  trips.  Maybe  we're  jaded.  We  don't  realize  how  big  of  a  project  this  is, 
really,  because  we  have  bigger  ones  coming  down.  But  this  is  a  big  project.  This  is 
not  a  teeny  tiny  one." 

Bradford  Paul 


"According  to  the  EIR, 

1145 

Market  will  increase  pollution,  crime,  auto 

traffic, 

sidewalk  traffic,  noise, 

wind 

shadows,   sewage  discharge  into  the  bay, 

parking 

problems,  and  crowded 

buses. 

Construction  will  also  raise  sound  levels 

so  that 

conversation  in  the  immediate  area  will  not  be  possible." 
RESPONSE 

The  1145  Market  office  building  would  not  be  incompatible  with  land  uses  found  in 
the  area.  Section  210.3  of  the  City  Planning  Code  describes  the  Downtown  General 
Commercial  (C-3-G)  district  as  being  "composed  of  a  variety  of  uses:  retail,  offices, 
hotel,  entertainment,  clubs  and  institutions,  and  high-density  residential.  Many  of 
these  uses  have  city-wide  or  regional  function  .  .  ."  There  is  a  wide  mix  of  uses  in 
this  area.  Adjacent  to  Civic  Center  and  the  various  government  office  buildings,  the 
proposed  use  in  the  project  is  not  considered  to  be  incompatible. 

Population  and  housing  information  is  provided  on  pages  A-30  and  A-39  of  the  EIR. 
Transportation  information  appears  on  pages  28-38  and  A-21  through  A-30  of  the  EIR; 
some  of  this  information  is  contained  in  both  sections.  Given  the  area's  relatively 
lower  population  density,  the  site's  transit  accessibility  to  BART  and  Muni,  and 
inclusion  of  several  mitigation  measures,  including  that  which  commits  the  sponsor  to 
satisfy  his  OHPP  requirement,  the  Population/Employment/Housing  and  project- 
generated  transportation  impacts  were  determined  to  be  insignificant  by  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 

Upon  appeal  of  the  Preliminary  Negative  Declaration  for  the  project,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  on  September  2,  1982,  found  that  an  EIR  was  required  to  assess 
growth  including  impacts,  and  cumulative  transporation  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  (Resolutions  9499). 
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The  project  impacts  cited  by  Brad  Paul  in  the  comment  have  been  discussed  in  the 
Initial  Study  included  as  Appendix  A  of  the  EIR.  With  the  mitigation  measures  cited, 
none  of  the  project  generated  impacts  were  considered  significant.  Parking  is 
discussed  on  pages  A-29  and  A-30  of  the  Initial  Study,  (see  also  Section  IV,  page  51  of 
this  document,  Staff  Initiated  Text  Changes);  public  water  supply  on  pages  A-42  -  A- 
43;  sewers  on  page  A-60;  police  protection  on  page  A-59;  and  noise  on  page  A-48. 

Shadow  studies  were  conducted  for  the  proposed  project  (pages  A-46  through  A-56  of 
the  EIR).  Refer  to  section  D.  Shadows,  page  76  of  this  document  and  section  J. 
Alternatives,  item  2.,  Reduced  Height  (No  Shadows),  page  105. 
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IV.  STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 


The  revisions  listed  below  have  been  made  to  the  text  of  the  EIR  as  follows: 

Page  37,  last  paragraph: 
Note: 

Under  the  recent  (September,  1983)  City  guidelines  for  the  analysis  of  transportation 
impacts,  the  project's  travel  would  be  calculated  as  outlined  in  Table  1A.  The  project's 
3685  daily  trips  would  be  about  21%  higher  than  originally  calculated  in  the  EIR.  The  new 
calculation  of  peak  hour  trips  however,  would  be  approximately  22%  less  than  originally 
calculated.  These  changes  in  trip  generation  reflect  recent  research  which  indicates  that 
while  offices  generate  somewhat  higher  daily  travel  than  previously  anticipated,  this 
travel  is  more  evenly  distributed  throughout  the  day  with  fewer  peak  hour  trips. 

Because  peak  hour  project  travel  would  be  less  than  originally  calculated,  the  project's 
impacts  on  traffic  and  transit  services  would  be  reduced  accordingly. 

The  new  guidelines  also  indicate  a  lower  auto  usage  (and  correspondingly  higher  transit 
usage)  than  previously  assumed.  Accordingly,  project  parking  would  be  84  spaces, 
calculated  as  follows: 

995  daily  office  work  trips  x  19%  auto  mode  -:  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  -t  2  trips  per 
vehicle  =  68  +  long-term  spaces 

1490  daily  non-work  (office)  trips  x  10%  auto-:  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  -:  2  trips  per 
vehicle-:  5.7  turnovers  daily  =  9  +  short-term  spaces 

50  daily  retail  work  trips  x  6%  auto  -:  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  -:  2  trips  per  vehicle  = 
1  space 

1,140  daily  non-work  retail  trips  x  9%  auto-:  1.4  (auto  occupancy)  -t  2  trips  per  vehicle 
-:  5.7  turnovers  daily  =  6  +  short-term  spaces 
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With  this  reduced  parking  demand,  the  area's  parking  occupancy  would  increase  by  about 
1.5%  (from  92%  to  93.5%),  not  3%  as  originally  calculated  in  the  EIR. 

Page  121:  The  following  names  are  added  to  Groups  and  Individuals  on  the  Distribution 
List. 


Jim  Omsmen 

One  Embarcadero  #2300 

San  Francisco,  CA  91111 

Gail  Odom 
Jefferson  Associates 
683  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Amerisport  Internatinal  N.V. 
Room  608,  New  World  Office  Building 
20  Salisbury  Road 
Kowloon,  Hong  Kong 
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VIII.    EIR  AUTHORS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 


A.  PROPOSED  PROJECT  AND  EIR 

Author  of  Environmental  Impact  Report 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 

(415)  558-5260 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Alec  S.  Bash 

Assistant  Environmental  Review  Officer:  Barbara  W.  Sahm 

EIR  Coordinator:  Diane  Oshima 

Transportation  Planner:  Gail  Bloom 


Author  of  Preliminary  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 

Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation 

319  Eleventh  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94103 

(415)  864-2311 

Project  Manager:  Ted  Adams 
Assistant  Project  Manager:  Ellie  Ross 


Project  Sponsor 

Trinity  Properties 
333  Bay  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94133 


Project  Architects 

Backen  Arrigoni  &  Ross,  Inc. 
10  Nottingham  Place 
San  Francisco,  California  94133 
Jim  Mitchell,  Project  Architect 
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B.  PERSONS  CONSULTED 


AC  Transit 

Division  of  Planning  and  Research 

1140  45th  Street 

Emeryville,  California 

(415)  835-9801 

Gene  Gardner,  Planner 


Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

800  Madison  Street 

Oakland,  California 

(415)  465-4100 

John  Stamas,  Planner 

Ward  Belding,  Planner 


Caltrans 

150  Oak  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94102 
(415)  557-1840 

Scott  MacCalden,  Senior  Engineer 
Ben  Chuck,  Senior  Planner 


Golden  Gate  Transportation  District 
1011  Anderson  Street 
San  Rafael,  California  94902 
Alan  Zahradnik,  Planner 


San  Mateo  Transit  District 
400  South  El  Camino  Real 
San  Mateo,  California  94402 
(415)  573-2349 
Gregory  Kipp,  Planner 


IX.    DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 

Management  (10) 
State  Clearinghouse 
1400  -  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
Attn:  Anna  Polvos 

General  Project  Sections 
Air  Resources  Board 
P.O.  Box  2815 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 
Attn:  Don  Rake 


REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Association  of  Bay  Area 

Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oakland,  CA  94604 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality 

Management  District 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Irwin  Mussen 

California  Archaeological  Site  Inventory 
Northwest  Information  Center 
Department  of  Anthropology 
Sonoma  State  University 
Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 

Caltrans 

Business  and  Transportation  Agency 

P.O.  Box  7310 

San  Francisco,  CA  94120 

Attn:  Darnall  W.  Reynolds 


Caltrans 

Public  Transportation  Board 
P.O.  Box  7310 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Larry  Layne 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO 

San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 

450  McAllister,  5th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Lee  Woods,  Commission  Secretary 

Toby  Rosenblatt,  President 

Susan  Bierman 

Roger  Boas 

Norman  Karasick,  Alternate 

Jerome  Klein 

Yoshio  Nakashima 

Rudy  Nothenberg 

Eugene  Kelleher,  Alternate 

C.  Mackey  Salazar 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Jonathan  Malone,  Secretary 

Patrick  McGrew,  President 

Phillip  P.  Choy 

Elizabeth  de  Losada 

David  M.  Hartley 

Carolyn  Klemeyer 

Jean  E.  Kortum 

Ann  Sabiniano 

Walter  Sontheimer 

John  Ritchie 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Robert  Levy,  Superintendent 


116 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


(continued) 


Water  Department 

Distribution  Division 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:      George  Nakagaki,  Manager 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
Muni  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:  Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Committee  for 

Utility  Liaison  on  Construction 
and  Other  Projects  (CULCOP) 

c/o  GES  -  Utility  Liaison 

City  HaU,  Room  363 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:      Joseph  Corollo 

San  Francisco  Department  of 

Public  Works 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
460  McAUister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:      Scott  Shoaf 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:      Ed  Phipps,  Chief 

Division  of  Planning 

and  Research 


Mayor's  Economic  Development  Council 
100  Larkin 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:    Bill  Witte 


MEDIA 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 

27000  -  Nineteenth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Attn:    Patrick  Douglas,  City  Editor 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    Evelyn  Hsu 

San  Francisco  Examiner 
P.O.  Box  7260 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:    Gerald  Adams 

San  Francisco  Progress 
851  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    E.  Cahill  Maloney 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1366  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 

Commission 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  111 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:      Barbara  May,  Asst.  Director 

San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 

Commission 
949  Presidio  Ave.,  Room  150 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Attn:      Tom  Jordan,  Director,  Bureau  Services 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Dept. 
450  McAllister  Street,  Room  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:   Wallace  Wortman 
Director  of  Property 


LIBRARIES 

Documents  Department 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:   Faith  Van  Liere 

Environmental  Protection 
Agency  Library 
215  Fremont  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Jean  Circiello 
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LIBRARIES 
(continued) 


Government  Documents  Section 
Stanford  University 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Hollo  way  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 
198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Institute  of  Governmental  Studies 
1209  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

Golden  Gate  University 
Library 

536  Mission  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS 

AIA 

Northern  California  Chapter 

790  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Bay  Area  Council 

348  World  Trade  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc. 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  902 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Peter  Bosselman 

Environmental  Simulation  Laboratory 
316  University  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

John  E.  Bonin 

Knowlton  Realty  Ltd. 

Suite  2720,  One  Embarcadero  Center 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 


Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Jonnie  T.  Jacobs 

Michael  Buck 

1333  -  35th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

David  Capron 

Lincoln  Property  Company 

222  Sansome  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Cogswell  College  Library 

600  Stockton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Joseph  Cortiz 

2853  -  22nd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Calvin  Dare 

Cushman  Wakefield 

555  California  Street,  Suite  2700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Rita  Dorst 

RB  International  Services 

9  Boston  Ship  Plaza 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Downtown  Association 
582  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Lloyd  Pflueger 

Downtown  Senior  Social  Services 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Michael  V.  Dyett 

Blayney-Dyett 

70  Zoe  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
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GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS  (cont'd) 


Environmental  Planning  -5c  Research,  Inc 

649  Front  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn:  Leslie  de  Boer 

Environmental  Science  Associates 
1291  E.  Hillsdale  Boulevard 
Foster  City,  CA  94404 
Attn:  Jo  Julin 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
1045  Sansome  Street,  #404 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:    Connie  Parrish 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's 

Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:   Grant  Dehart 

Charles  Gill,  Aspen  Group  West 
505  Sansome  St.,  Suite  1005 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Gruen,  Gruen  +  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Heller,  Ehrman,  White  &  McAuliffe 
44  Montgomery  Street,  32nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:   Robert  L.  Gibney,  Jr. 

Carl  Imparato 
1205  Garfield 
Albany,  CA  94705 

David  Jones,  San  Franciscans 
for  Reasonable  Growth 
241  Bartlett 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Sue  Hestor 

4536  -  20th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 


Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
333  Valencia  St.,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Brent  Kato 

Robert  Meyers  Assoc. 
582  Market  St.,  Suite  1208 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
P.  O.  Box  7880 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Susan  Pearlstine 

Tony  Kilroy 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
942  Market  St.,  Room  505 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

John  Sanger  &  Associates 

2340  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Senior  Escort  Program 

South  of  Market  Branch 

814  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Neighborhood  Coordinator 

Sierra  Club 

530  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Attn:  Becky  Evans 

Kent  E.  Soule 

Chickering  and  Gregory 

3  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
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GROUPS  &  INDIVIDUALS  (cont'd) 


Wayne  Stiefvater 
Appraisal  Consultants 
701  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Tenants  &  Owners  Development  Corp. 

230  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:   John  Elberling 

Timothy  Tosta 

333  Market  Street,  Suite  2230 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Steven  Weicker 

899  Pine  Street,  #1610 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Forward 
375  Sutter  St.,  #400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Frank  Noto 

Planning  Analysis  and  Development 

530  Chestnut  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Attn:  Gloria  Root 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 

339  Walnut  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Charles  Hall  Page  and  Associates 

364  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

David  P.  Rhoades 

120  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  1600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

41  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:    Mrs.  H.  Klussman,  President 


San  Francisco  Building  &  Construction 

Trades  Council 
400  Alabama  Street,  Room  100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Richard  Morten 

San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 
13  Columbus  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

San  Francisco  Junior 

Chamber  of  Commerce 
251  Kearny  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
1855  Folsom  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Bernard  Speckman 

San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 

Research  Association 

312  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Convention  and 

Visitors  Bureau 

201  Third  St.,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  G.  Kirkland,  Exec.  Director 

Jeff  Vance 

Campeau  Corp.  of  California 

681  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Marie  Zeller 

Whisler-Patri 

590  Folsom  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
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•  Jim  Omsmen 

One  Embarcadero  #2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

•  Gail  Odom 
Jefferson  Associates 
683  McAllister  Street 
San  Franciso,  CA  94102 

•  Amerisport  International  N.V. 

Room  608,  New  World  Office  Building 
20  Salisbury  Road 
Kowloon,  Hong  Kong 

•  Bradford  Paul 

North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

•  James  Devoy 

#1  California  St.,  29th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

ADJACENT  PROPERTY  OWNERS 

Greyhound  Lines,  Inc. 

50  First  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94106 

Amerisport  International  NV 
c/o  Courdert  Brothers 
3  Embarcadero  Center  #1060 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Holtz,  Max,  Mary  and  Rose 
2940  Tice  Creek  Road 
Walnut  Creek,  CA  94595 


0  X.    CERTIFICATION  MOTION 


FiLe  No.  81.549ED 
Motion  No.  9836  M 
114  5  Market  Street 


M  OTIO  N 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  AN  OFFICE  AND  RETAIL  DEVELOPMENT 
LOCATED  AT  114  5  MARKET  STREET. 

MOVED,  that  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  ("Commission")  hereby 
CERTIFIES  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  81.549ED  1145  Market 
Street  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  ("Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CaL  Pub.  Res.  Code  Section  21000  et  seq.,  "CEQA"),  the 
State  CEQA  Guidelines  (CaL  Admin.  Code  Title  14,  Section  15000  et  seq.,  "CEQA 
Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  ("Chapter  31"). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  an  EIR  was  required  and  provided  public 
notice  of  the  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on 
December  3,  1982. 

b.  On  May  20,  1983,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environ  mental  Impact 
Report  ("DEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the 
availability  of  DEIR  for  a  public  review  and  comment  period  of  34  days  and  of  the  date 
and  time  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  public  hearing  on  the  DEIR;  the  notice  was 
mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of  persons  requesting  such  notice. 

c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  public 
hearing  were  posted  near  the  project  site  by  department  staff  on  May  20,  1983. 

d.  On  May  20,  1983  copies  of  the  DEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  to  a 
list  of  persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the  distribution  list  in  the  DEIR,  to 
adjacent  property  owners,  and  to  other  government  agencies. 

e.  Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources  via 
the  State  Clearinghouse  on  May  20,  1983. 

2.  The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said 
Draft  Environ  mental  Impact  Report  on  June  23,  1983,  at  which  opportunity  was  given  for, 
and  public  com  ment  received  on  the  D  EIR. 

3.  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues 
received  at  the  public  hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  public  review  period,  prepared 
additions  to  the  text  of  the  DEIR  in  response  to  comments  received  or  based  on  additional 
information  that  became  available  during  the  public  review  period,  and  corrected  errors  in 
the  DEIR.  This  material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses",  published  on  October  3,  1983,  was  distributed  to  the  Commission  and  to  all 
parties  who  commented  on  the  DEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at 
Department  offices. 


CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


File  No.  81.548E  D 
Motion  N  o.  983  6  M 
114  5  Market  Street 
Page  Two 


4.  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department, 
based  upon  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations  and  comments 
received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  information  that  became  available,  and 
the  Sum  m  ary  of  Corns  ents  and  Responses,  all  as  required  by  law. 

5.  Project  Environ  m  ental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for  review 
by  the  City  Planning  Com  mission  and  the  public  and  these  files  are  part  of  the  record 
before  the  Commission. 

6.  On  October  20,  1983  the  Commission  reviewed  the  Final  Environ  m  ental  Impact 
Report  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures  through  which  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the 
Secretary  for  Resources  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code. 

7.  The  City  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  concerning  81.549ED  1145  Market  Street  is  adequate,  accurate  and 
objective,  and  does  hereby  CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  in  compliance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  the  State 
Guidelines. 

8.  The  Com  mission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  hereby  does  find  that  the  proposed  project  to  be  presented  to  the  Planning 
Commission  for  consideration  and  approval  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment  in  that  it  would  contribute  to  cumulative  traffic  increases  Downtown  and 
cumulative  increases  in  passenger  loading  on  BA  RT,  Muni  and  other  transit  syste  ms. 

ADOPTED  -  CITY  PLAN  NIN  G  CO  M  MISSIO  N  -  OCTOBER  20,  198  3 

AYES:      Commissioners  Bier  man,  Karasick,  Klein,  Nakashima,  Rosenblatt,  Wright 

NOES:  NONE 

ABSENT:        Commissioner  Salazar 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  City  Planning 
Com  mission. 


Lee  W oods,  Jr., 
Secretary 
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°  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  *50  wcAiiister  st.  -  sth  n0or 

z 

(415)  558-5251 


NOTICE"  TEST'  Afc 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


iDate  of  this  Notice: 


December  3,  1982 


Lead  Agency:     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning 
450  ."cAllister  St.  -  5th  Floor,' San  Francisco  CA  94102 


Agency  Contact  Person: 


Diane  Oshima 


Tel:  (415)  558-326! 


Prefect  Title:  81.549ED 
Office  Building 


Project  Sponsor:    Trinity  Properties 

Project -Contact  Person:    Backen  Arrigone 
&  Ross  Architects  /  Michael  Chait 


Prelect  Address:      1145  Market  Street 
Assessor's  Block(s)  and  Lot(s):       3702/44, 44A 
City  and  County:      San  Francisco 


Project  Description:    Construct  a  13-story  (190  ft.)  office  and  retail  building 
containing  approximately  145,200  gross  square  feet  ,( 137,500- gross  sq.  ft.  office), 
requiring  demolition  of  existing  structure. 


TEIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.     This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the 
Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15081  (Determining  Signi- 
ficant Effect),  15082  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to 
Prepare  an  EIR),  and  the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Evalua- 
tion (initial  study)  for  the  project,  which  is  on  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning: 

An  initial  study  for  the  proposed  project  was  completed,  leading  to  the  publication 
of  a  Preliminary  Negative  Declaration  on  May  21,  1982.    An  appeal  to  this  determin- 
ation was  filed  with  the  Department  on  June  1,  1982.    On  September  2,  1982,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  determined  that  the  proposed  project  may  have  significant  environ- 
mental impacts  and  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  required. 

The  initial  study  will  be  revised  in  accordance  with  the  Commission's  action  and  will 
be  included  in  a  focussed  EIR,  which  will  provide  further  impact  analysis  in  the 
following  areas:    1)  Growth-inducing  impacts;  2)  Cumulative  transportation  impacts; 
and  3)  Cumulative  air  quality  impacts. 


Deadline  for  Filing  of  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Cemrmi  fu- 
sion:      Not  Applicable  . 

An  appeal  requires  1)  a    letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  the  appeal,  and  2)  a 
$35.00  filing  fee. 


Alec  S.  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer 


NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 


Date  of  Publication  of 

Preliminary  Negative  Declaration:     May  21,  1982 


?ec  Agency:     City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,   Department  of  City 
Planning,  450  McAllister  Street,  San  Francisco  94102 


Aaencv  Contact  Person:     Diane  Oshima 


Tel:     (415)  552-113* 


Pro; 


i  tie: 


81 .549E 


Office 
Buil  di  na 


Project  Sponsor:    Trinity  Properties 

Project  Contact  Person:  Jim  Mitchell 
(Backen,  Arrigoni  &  Ross  Architects) 


1145  Market  Street 
Assessor's  Biock(s)  and  Lot(s):    Assessor's  Block  3702,  Lots  44,  44A 
City  and  County:     San  Francisco 

Project  Description:     Construction  of  a  13-story,  145,000  square  foot  office  building 

.  »  i 

containing  4,000  square  feet  of  retail  space,  providing  no  off-street  parking,  requiring 
demolition  of  an  existing  four-story  structure,  requiring  Discretionary  Review. 


THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT.    This  finding 
is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  tne  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources, 
Sections  15081  ( Determi ni ng  Significant  Effect),  15082  (Mandatory  Findings  of 
Significance)  and  15084  (Decision  to  Prepare  an  EIR),  end  the  following  reasons  a; 
documented  in  the  Initial  Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached 

PLEASE   SEE  ATTACHED 


Mitigation  measures,  if  any,  included  in  this  project  to  avoid  potentially 
significant  effects:    PLEASE  SEE  ATTACHED 


Final  Negative  Declaration  adopted  and  issued  on 

cc:    Jim  Mitchel  1 

Neighborhood  Organizations 
Abutting  Property  Owners 
Lu  Blaze j 
Richard  Hedman 
Dean  Macris 
Robert  Passmore 
100  Larkin  Bulletin  Board 
Trinity  Properties 


Alec  Bash,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  AND  SETTING 


The  proposed  project  would  be  an  office  building  located  on  the  south  side  of  Market 
Street  between  Seventh  and  Eighth  Streets  on  Assessors  Block  3702,  Lots  44-44A  CFigures 
I  and  2,  pages  2  and  3).  The  structure  would  contain  13  floors,  and  have  a  basement  for 
utilities  and  mechanical  eguipment  ^Figures  3  and  4,  pages  4  and  5).  The  ground  floor 
would  be  devoted  to  retail  space  (Figure  5,  page  6)  with  about  8,000  gross  square  feet 
devoted  to  retail  use.  Total  gross  square  footage  contained  within  the  structure  would  be 
145,200  square  feet.  The  project  site  measures  88  feet  along  the  Market  Street  frontage 
and  is  165  feet  deep  containing  a  total  of  14,520  square  feet. 

The  project  site  is  in  a  C-3-G  (Downtown  General  Commercial)  zoning  district  (Figure  6, 
page  7).  A  maximum  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of  10  to  I  is  permitted  in  this  district  by 
Section  124  of  the  Planning  Code.  On  the  project  site,  the  maximum  permitted  gross 
floor  area  is  145,200  square  feet.  Because  the  proposed  project  would  have  a  total  qross 
floor  area  of  145,200  square  feet,  the  project  would  have  an  FAR  of  10:1. 

The  height  and  bulk  district  for  the  site  is  240-G.  This  allows  a  maximum  building  height 
of  240  feet,  with  a  maximum  building  length  of  170  feet  and  a  maximum  diagonal 
dimension  of  200  feet  above  a  height  of  80  feet.  The  proposed  building  would  be  189  feet, 
six  inches  in  height  to  the  roof  line,  have  a  maximum  length  of  165  feet  and  a  maximum 
diagonal  dimension  of  188  feet  above  a  height  of  80  feet.  A  mechanical  penthouse  housing 
the  elevator  machinery,  cooling  towers,  boiler  and  emergency  generator  would  rise  26 
feet  above  the  roof  line. 

Offices  above  ground  floor  retail  use  as  proposed  would  be  consistent  with  C-3-G  zoning 
and  similar  to  uses  in  existing  and  approved  nearby  development. 

The  ground  floor  retail  space,  building  lobby  and  elevators  would  be  accessible  via  a 
central  pedestrian  passageway  extending  from  the  Market  Street  side  of  the  building 
through  to  Stevenson  Street  which  abuts  the  south  side  of  the  structure.   A  loading  dock 
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Market  Street  Facade 

SOURCE:  Backen,  Arrigoni  and  Ross,  Architects 
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Figure  No.  4 
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Figure  No.6 


and  trash  bin  area  would  be  located  at  the  rear  of  the  building  on  the  ground  floor 
accessible  from  Stevenson  Street.  No  short-  or  long-term  parking  would  be  provided  by 
the  project. 

The  structure  would  be  set  back  45  feet  from  Market  Street  at  the  85-foot  height  level, 
and  floors  above  that  level  would  be  progressively  stepped  back.  An  open-air  balcony 
containing  potted  trees,  shrubs  and  vines  would  be  provided  at  each  stepped  level.  The 
structure  would  be  constructed  on  pilings  for  support  due  to  existing  soil  characteristics, 
would  be  framed  in  steel,  and  would  contain  light-grey  concrete  exterior  building  walls 
with  clear  glass  windows  below  the  85-foot  level.  The  levels  stepped  inward  from  Market 
Street  above  the  85-foot  level  would  contain  clear  glass  window  panes  set  into  a  grid 
pattern  of  white,  enameled  frames.  The  objective  of  the  project  architects,  Backen, 
Arrigoni  and  Ross,  is  to  design  a  light-colored  building  which  is  crystalline  in  appearance, 
and  which  visually  relates  to  the  scale,  bulk  and  proportions  of  buildings  in  the  project 
area.  The  building  would  include  design  detailing  and  coloring  that  would  reflect  the 
design  and  coloring  of  the  Civic  Center  buildings  and  Federal  Office  Building  adjacent  to 
the  United  Nations  Plaza  on  the  north  side  of  Market  Street  opposite  the  project  site. 

The  proposed  project  would  reguire  demolition  of  the  4-story,  72,000  sguare  foot  Civic 
Center  Market  building  on  the  project  site  that  is  vacant  except  for  a 
delicatessen /grocery  and  restaurant  on  the  ground  floor  (Figure  7,  page  9).  About  560 
persons  would  be  employed  in  the  proposed  project.  Estimated  project  construction  costs 
are  about  $10,000,000.  Construction  would  be  expected  to  begin  in  mid-  to  late-  1982  and 
initial  occupancies  would  be  expected  to  occur  in  late-1983.  The  project  sponsor  is 
Trinity  Properties,  Inc.,  with  offices  in  San  Francisco. 

The  project  site  is  generally  within  the  Civic  Center  area,  about  I  to  2  blocks  away  from 
Civic  Center  buildings.  Buildings  east  of  the  site  are  devoted  to  office  use  with  ground- 
floor  retail,  restaurants,  the  Embassy  and  Strand  Theaters  and  the  National  Hotel,  which 
offers  daily,  monthly  and  weekly  rates.  To  the  south  is  the  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  and 
the  Odeon,  a  residential  hotel.  The  Trinity  Apartments  and  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal 
occupy  most  of  the  block.  Most  terminal  activities  occur  in  the  building  on  Seventh 
Street  while  the  area  bordering  the  south  portion  of  the  project  site  is  used  for  bus 
parking. 
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View  south  of  project  site  from  United  Nations  Plaza. 


View  southeast  of  project  site  from  north  side  of  Market  Street 


Project  Area  Photographs 


SOURCE:     EIP  Corp. 


Figure  No.  7 


The  site  is  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  I  155  Market  Street  office  building  project,  an  I  I  - 
story,  1 44,580-sguare  foot  structure  with  retail  rental  space  and  14  parking  spaces, 
currently  under  construction.' 

North  of  the  site,  across  Market  Street,  are  the  United  Nations  Plaza,  the  60-foot  high 
Federal  Office  Building,  the  4-story  72-foot  high  Orpheum  Theater  and  the  8-story  84- 
foot  high  Bay  Heritage  Financial  Building  (Figure  2,  page  3).  The  Orpheum  Theater  has 
been  designated  a  City  Landmark  (see  III.B.I2.  Cultural).  Across  Eighth  Street  southwest 
of  the  project  block  is  the  13-story  Holiday  Inn,  Franklin  Savings,  the  10-story  San 
Franciscan  Hotel  and  a  parking  structure.  A  17-story  expansion  of  the  Holiday  Inn 
(EE79.3I4)  has  been  approved  for  the  site  of  the  parking  structure.  Fox  Plaza  II 
(EE79.449),  located  I  block  southwest  of  the  project  block  at  Market  and  Hayes  Streets  is 
in  the  planning  stages  and  would  be  a  10-story  office  tower  addition  to  an  existing  2-story 
structure  at  Fox  Plaza.  At  29  stories,  the  Fox  Plaza  building  is  the  tallest  building  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  project  site.  Along  Mission  Street  near  the  project  site,  buildings  are 
predominantly  low-rise,  2  to  4  stories.  There  is  a  variety  of  commercial/retail  uses  along 
Mission  Street,  including  clothing  outlets,  and  electronic,  auto  repair  and  import-export 
shops. 

The  structure  would  be  designed  to  contain  a  base,  mid-section  and  top.  The  base  would 
rise  85  feet  in  height  as  noted.  The  Market  Street  face  of  the  base  would  be  visually 
defined  by  ceramic  tiles  at  the  base  and  top  of  the  columns.  The  balcony  at  the  second 
floor  and  the  setback  at  the  fifth  floor  would  be  fronted  with  decorative  iron  railings. 
The  columns  would  rise  from  the  second  floor  to  the  fifth  floor,  giving  vertical  emphasis 
to  the  balcony.  All  glass  in  the  base  of  the  structure  would  be  clear,  enabling  passersby  to 
view  activities  within  the  building. 

The  building's  mid-section  would  be  composed  of  setbacks  and  terraces.  The  Market 
Street  face  would  consist  of  clear  glass  window  panes  set  into  gridded  white  enamel  metal 
frames.     The  terraces  would  contain  potted  trees,  shrubs  and  vines,  and  would  be 


Assessor's  Block  3702,  Lots  42A  and  43,  1155  Market  Street  Building,  EE8I.25.  A 
Negative  Declaration  for  the  project  was  adopted  and  issued  on  August  13,  1981. 
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accessible  to  building  tenants.  The  top  of  the  structure  (mechanical  penthouse)  would 
consist  of  a  vertical,  glass  enclosed  space  (Figure  3,  page  4)  with  a  roof  pitched  on  2  sides 
terminating  the  building's  height.  The  setbacks  of  the  mid-section  and  top  of  the 
structure  would  serve  to  give  the  appearance  of  a  building  that  is  increasingly  slender  at 
upper  levels  up  to  the  roof  line. 

The  project  site  is  located  in  a  grid  network  of  local  streets  (Figure  I,  page  2).  Market, 
^ell,  Oak,  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets  are  important  east-west  streets  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  project.  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Franklin,  Sixth,  Seventh,  Eighth,  Ninth,  and 
Tenth  Streets  are  important  north-south  streets.  All  of  the  foregoing  streets  are 
designated  "Major  Thoroughfares"  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's 
Comprehensive  Plan.' 

Regional  access  to /from  the  East  Ray  and  the  Peninsula  is  available  via  1-80,  1-280  and 
Highway  101,  with  ramps  located  south  of  the  project  site.  Access  to 'from  the  North  Ray 
would  be  via  surface  streets  with  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  corridor  serving  as  the  probable 
route. 

In  the  project  area,  Market,  Mission,  Seventh,  Eighth,  (Ninth  and  Tenth  between  Market 

and  Mission)  Leavenworth,  Hyde,  and  Larkin  Streets  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  are  designated 

"Transit  Preferential  Streets"  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  City's  Comprehensive 
2 

Plan.    Transit  services  in  the  project  area  are  shown  on  Figure  8,  page  I  5. 

The  project  site  fronts  on  Market  and  Stevenson  Streets.  Market  Street  is  a  '4- lane  street 
which  serves  as  both  a  Major  Thoroughfare  and  Transit  Preferential  Street.  Stevenson 
Street  is  a  2-lane  street  which  serves  local  access  needs  (including  freight  loading)  for 
buildings  located  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets. 


Department  of  City  Planning,  "Transportation  Element"  romprehensive  °lan,  San 
Francisco,  1972,  page  24.  Major  Thoroughfares  are  defined  as:  "Cross-town 
thoroughfares  whose  primary  function  is  to  link  districts  within  the  City  .  .  ." 

I 

Department  of  City  Planning,  "Transportation  Element"  Comprehensive  Plan,  San 
Francisco,  1-972,  page  24.  Transit  Preferential  Street  is  defined  as:  "An  important 
street  for  transit  operations  where  interface  with  transit  vehicles  by  other  traffic  should 
be  minimized." 
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The  project  site  is  within  the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area  as  designated  in  the 
Transportation  Element.'  This  is  defined  as  an  area  where  "priority  must  be  given  to  the 
efficient  and  pleasant  movement  of  business  clients,  shoppers  and  visitors"  and  "the 
limited  street  and  parking  space  within  this  core  should  be  available  for  these  functions" 
and  "a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  private  commuter 
vehicle." 

Based  upon  existing  peak  hour  traffic  volumes  (Table  I,  page  13)  service  levels  have  been 

2 

calculated  for  nearby  signalized  intersections  and  are  on  file  at  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde  Street. 

Public  off-street  parking  facilities  have  been  surveyed  (within  2,000  feet  of  the  site)  in 
the  area  bordered  by  Harrison,  Eighth,  Folsom,  Tenth,  Howard,  Eleventh,  Market,  Van 

Ness,  Turk,  Polk,  Ellis,  Taylor,  Eddy,  Market,  Fifth,  Howard,  Sixth,  Folsom  and  Seventh 

2 

Streets.  This  area  has  5,720  public  available  off-street  spaces  with  an  occupancy  of 
approximately  92%. 

On-street  parking  on  the  streets  surrounding  the  project  site  consists  of  14  metered 
spaces  on  Seventh  Street  and  32  metered  spaces  on  Eighth  Street.  The  Market  Street 
block  face  has  an  unmetered,  4-vehicle  commercial  loading  zone  near  Seventh  Street. 
The  Seventh  Street  block  face  has  4  unmetered  commercial  loading  zones. 

A  recent  transportation  study  for  the  project  area  showed  that  the  sidewalks  and 

2 

crosswalks  serving  the  project  site  operate  at  unimpeded  conditions  during  peak  hours 
(pedestrian  flow  definitions  are  on  file  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde 
Street). 


Department  of  City  Planning,  "Transportation  Element"  Comprehensive  plan,  San 
Francisco,  1972.  Transit  Preferential  Street  is  defined  as:  "An  important  street  for 
transit  operations  where  interface  with  transit  vehicles  by  other  traffic  should  be 
minimized." 

i 

TJKM  Transportation  Consultants,  Preliminary  Draft  Transportation  Impact  Study  for  the 
I  155  Market  Street  Building,  March  28,  1981  (EE  81.25,  Final  Negative  Declaration  issued 
by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  August  13,  1981.) 
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TABLE  I 

EXISTING  PM  PEAK  HOUR  TRAFFIC  VOLUMES 
ON  STREETS  NEAR  THE  PROJECT  SITE ' 

Street  Volume 


Seventh  (Market  to  Mission) 

1,215 

Seventh  (Bryant  to  Harrison) 

1,150 

Eighth  (Market  to  Mission) 

1 ,955 

Eighth  (Harrison  to  Bryant^ 

1,650 

Market  (Seventh  to  Eighth) 

1,000 

Mission  (Seventh  to  Eighth) 

!  ,610 

Source:    TJKM  Transportation  Consultants,  Preliminary  Draft  Transportation  Impact 

Study  for  the  1 1  55  Market  Street  Building,  March  28,  1981.  (EE 

81.25  ,  Final  Negative  Declaration  issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Department 

of  City  Planning  August  13,  1981.) 

For  existing  intersection  service  levels,  see  Table  4,  page  22. 
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The  project  site  is  within  2,000  feet  of  25  Muni  lines  (see  Fiqure  8,  page  15).  The  project 
site  would  also  be  served  by  BART  (via  the  Civic  Center  station),  Golden  Gate  Transit  (via 
the  Civic  Center  Transbay  routes),  and  San  Mateo  County  Transit  (via  bus  lines  on  Mission 
Street). 
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II.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST 


A.       GENERAL  CONSIDERATIONS: 

1.  Would  the  project  conflict  with 
objectives  and  policies  in  the 
Comprehensive  Dlan  (Master  Plan)  of  the 
City? 

2.  Would  the  project  require  a  variance,  or 
other  special  authorization  under  the 
City  Planning  Code? 

3.  Would  the  project  require  approval  of 
permits  from  City  Departments  other 
than  DCP  or  BBI,  or  from  Regional, 
State  or  Federal  Agencies? 

4.  Would  the  project  conflict  with  adopted 
environmental  plans  and  goals? 


Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 


X  X 


X  X 


X  X 


X  X 


The  proposed  project  would  respond  to  several  policies  of  the  Urban  Design  Element  of 
the  Comprehensive  plan  (Table  8,  page  32).  Policies  3  and  4  of  the  Revisions  to  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding  Parking,  as  contained  in  the 
Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan,  discourages  the 
addition  of  new  long  and  short-term  parking  spaces  in  the  Downtown  Core  but  call  for 
peripheral  parking  sites  outside  the  core  area.  The  project  site  is  within  the  area  shown 
as  the  Downtown  Core  on  Map  A  of  the  Plan,  because  the  project,  as  proposed,  would  not 
supply  parking  spaces  in  accordance  with  the  parking  restrictions  of  the  Plan,  because  the 
project  would  not  directly  provide  peripheral  parking.  However,  the  sponsor  has  agreed  to 
participate  in  the  eventual  development  of  such  facilities. 


The  proposed  project  would  not  require  any  exceptions  to  the  City  Planning  Code.  The 

2 

project  would  be  subject  to  discretionary  review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission. 
Evaluation  criteria  under  this  process  include  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  the 
pedestrian   environment;  preservation   of  architecturally   and   historically  significant 

'Adopted  January  20,  1977,  by  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  7647. 
2 

San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  8474,  adopted  January  17,  1980, 
applicable  to  all  proposals  in  the  C-3  district. 
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buildings;  preservation  of  housing;  avoidance  of  industrial  displacement;  adeguate  and 
appropriate  means  of  transportation  to  and  from  the  project  site;  energy  conservation; 
physical  relationship  of  the  proposed  building  to  its  environs;  and  effects  on  views  from 
public  areas  and  on  the  City  skyline. 

Discretionary  Review  of  the  project  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  would  also  be 
reguired  in  accordance  with  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  6111,  adopted  June  ?9, 
1967.  This  resolution  reguires  Discretionary  Review  for  all  development  proposed  along 
Market  Street. 

The  project  would  be  reguired  to  comply  with  Title  2A,  Division  20,  Article  2  of  the 
California  Administrative  Code  regarding  Energy  Conservation  Standards  for  new  non- 
residential buildings.  Designed  to  help  reduce  energy  consumption  in  California,  these 
regulations  set  forth  design  criteria  for  buildings  and  stipulate  maximum  allowable  energy 
consumption  figures.  Under  the  present  law,  the  project  sponsor  would  have  to  conform 
with  these  standards  (see  Section  II.B.IO.  Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  page  57). 

3.       ENVIRONMENTAL  ISSUES 

I.   Transportat  ion  /C  i  rcu  lot  ion.  Would  the  con-       Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 
struction  or  operation  of  the  project  result 
in: 

a.  Change  in  use  of  existing  transportation 
systems?  ("transit,  roadways,  pedestrian 
ways,  etc.) 

b.  An  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  existing  loads  and  street 
capacity? 

c.  Effects  on  existing  parking  facilities, 
or  demand  for  new  parking? 

d.  Alteration  to  current  patterns  of 
circulation  or  movement  of  people 
and/or  goods9 

e.  Increase  in  traffic  hazards  to  motor 
vehicles,  bicyclists  or  pedestrians9 

f.  A  need  for  maintenance  or  improvement 
or  change  in  configuration  of  existing 
public  roads  or  facilities9  (Potential 
need  for  sidewalk  repairs.) 

g.  Construction  of  new  public  roads9 


_        X      _X 

    _x_    _x 

x_        _x 

_       X      __x 

  y_     

x    _x_ 

x 
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PROJECT  IMPACTS 

Project  and  Cumulative  Trip  Generation/Distribution.    The  City's  transportation  impact 

analysis  guidelines'  suggest  that  17.5  daily  person  trips  should  be  assumed  as  the  trip 

2  3 

generation  rate  per  1,000  sguare  feet  of  net  area  in  an  office  project.   It  is  estimated  ' 
that  the  project's  commercial  areas  would  generate   150  daily  person/trips  per  1,000 
sguare  feet  of  net  retail  area.   About  25%  of  these  commercia  I  -genera  ted  trips  would  be 
interna!  to  the  project  (i.e.,  within  or  between  the  project  building).     The  external 
commercial  trips  would  be  15%  auto,  40%  Muni  and  45%  walk. 

The  proposed  project  would  have  a  net  office  area  of  105,000  sguare  feet  and  a  net  retail 
area  of  8,000  sguare  feet.  As  shown  in  Table  2,  the  proposed  project  would  generate 
about  3,040  daily  person  trips  (including  trips  to/from  the  commercial  areas  which  would 
be  internal  to  the  project)  of  which  approximately  1,110  would  be  work  trips  and  1,930 
would  be  non-work  trips.  Approximately  490  of  the  daily  trips  would  occur  during  the 
evening  peak  hour.^ 

In  comparison  with  the  foregoing  figures,  cumulative  travel  for  downtown  projects  under 
construction,  approved  or  under  formal  review  as  of  May  I,  1982  would  be  approximately 
62,000  peak  hour  person  trips. ^  Of  the  approximately  17.7  million  sguare  feet  calculated 
in  the  cumulative  analysis,  approximately  8.8  million  sguare  feet  constitute  those 
downtown  projects  under  formal  Departmental  review.  The  number  of  peak  hour  person- 
trips  may  therefore  be  altered  due  to  postponements  and  revisions  in  proposed  projects,  as 
well  as  those  that  are  discontinued  or  disapproved. 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  - 
Transportation  Impacts,  July  3,  1980  (revised  October  1980). 

Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Trip  Generation,  Virginia,  1979. 

California  Department  of  Transportation,  I  Ith  Progress  Report  on  Trip  Ends  Generation, 
San  Francisco,  July  1976,  pages  168,  171. 

Surveys  conducted  by  EIP  Corporation  at  various  retail  uses  on  April  2,  1982  (survey  on 
file  at  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde  Street). 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  - 
Transportation  Impacts,  July  3,  1980  (revised  October  1980). 

A  list  of  downtown  projects  which  are  under  construction,  have  been  approved  or  are 
under  formal  review  (a  cumulative  total  of  about  17.7  million  sguare  feet)  is  on  file  at 
the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde  St. 

Based  upon  the  City's  guideline  of  17.5  daily  person  trips  per  1,000  sguare  feet  with  20% 
of  the  daily  trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
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TABLE  3 

PROJECT  AND  CUMULATIVE  TRIP  GENERATION  DURING 

PM  PEAK  HOUR1 


Mode  and  Distribution 

Project 

Other 
Development 

Total 

Auto 

145 

22,300 

22,445 

Muni 

145 

17,900 

18,045 

RART 

j  j 

9  400 

9  4^ 

AC 

30 

5,200 

5,230 

SamTrans 

5 

^00 

905 

SP 

15 

2,700 

2,715 

GGT 

15 

2,900 

2,915 

Ferry 

5 

900 

905 

Other 

_80 

1,700 

1,780 

TOTALS 

3 

495 

4 

63,900 

64,395 

Source:  Modal  split  factors  for  office  buildings  contained  in  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Evaluation  -  Transportation  Impacts,  Department  of  City  Planning,  San 
Francisco,  July  3,  1980  (revised  October  1980).  Above  calculations  include  external 
commercial  trips  derived  from  surveys  conducted  by  EIP  Corp.  at  various  retail  uses  on 
April  2,  1982. 

i 

Includes  30  pedestrian  trips  to/from  commercial  areas  which  would  be  internal  to  the 
proposed  project. 

i 

This  number  exceeds  the  490  person-trip  projection  (see  Table  3,  page  22)  because 
intermodal  transfers  are  included.  These  transfers  are  reflected  in  the  modal  split 
distribution  outlined  in  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  -  Transportation 
Impacts,  June  1980  (revised  October  1980). 

Exceeds  the  estimate  of  62,000  trips  due  to  the  inclusion  of  intermodal  transfers. 
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The  I  145  Market  Street  project  would  amount  to  about  0.8%  of  the  cumulative  peak  hour 
trip  generation  of  these  projects. 

Based  upon  the  suggested  modal  split  in  the  City  guidelines,  the  apportionment  of  project 
trip  generation  has  been  calculated  and  compared  to  the  cumulative  trip  generation  of 
other  development.  The  trip  totals  are  outlined  in  Table  3,  page  20,  and  are  the  basis  for 
all  trip-related  impact  analyses. 

Street  Network.  Assuming  an  auto  occupancy  of  1.4  the  project  would  generate  a  total 
of  about  105  auto  trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Because  the  project  would  not  include 
parking,  project  traffic  would  be  to/from  a  variety  of  parking  facilities  and  would  tend  to 
be  dispersed  on  the  area's  streets.  The  project  would  add  about  1-2%  traffic  to  existing 
traffic  volumes  on  the  area's  streets. 


Travel  resulting  from  other  downtown  development  would  cumulatively  impact  the  area's 
streets.  Based  upon  a  recent  study,'  the  existing  intersection  service  levels  are  listed  in 
Table  4,  page  21,  assuming  a  1985  occupancy  date  for  all  the  projects  included  in  the 
cumulative  analysis.  The  projected  service  levels  (due  to  cumulative  development)  are 
also  listed. 


TABLE  4 

EXISTING  AND  PROJECTED  INTERSECTION  SERVICE  LEVELS 

Service  Levels 

Intersection 

Existing 

1985  w/o  Project 

Mission/Seventh 

A 

D-E 

Market /Seventh 

A 

D-E 

Mission  /Eighth 

\. 

D-E 

Market /Eighth 

C-D 

D-E 

Harrison  /Seventh 

A 

D-E 

Bryant/Eighth 

A 

B 

TJKM  Transportation  Consultants,  Preliminary  Draft  Transportation  Impact  Study  for 
the  1155  Market  Street  Building,  March  28,  1981  (EE  81.25,  Final  Negative  Declaration 
issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  August  13,  1981.) 
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These  intersections  would  be  approaching  unstable  flows,  although  the  Bryant/Eighth 
intersection  would  continue  to  operate  satisfactorily.  Although  it  would  be  tenuous  to 
assign  project  traffic  to  specific  intersections,  an  increase  of  1-2%  in  intersection 
volumes  (due  to  the  project)  would  not  result  in  a  further  decrease  in  intersection  service 
levels  as  noted.  The  downtown  freeway  network  is  also  a  constraint  on  vehicle  access 
to/from  the  project  area.  The  Interstate  80  freeway  operates  at  jammed  conditions 
(Service  Level  E-F)  during  the  evening  peak  hour.'  Thus,  the  overall  congestion  on  the 
freeway  can  affect  the  flow  on  specific  freeway  links  or  individual  ramps. 

Transit  Service.  The  existing  ridership  statistics  on  the  lines  serving  the  project  site  have 

2 

been  provided  by  the  City.  Outlined  in  Table  5,  page  23,  these  data  reflect  the  p.m.  peak 
hour  ridership  on  Muni  lines  outbound  from  the  downtown  area.  The  projections  include 
increased  ridership  due  to  downtown  development  which  is  under  construction,  has  been 
approved  or  is  under  formal  review  and  is  expected  to  be  constructed  and  occupied  before 
1985.  A  load  factor  of  1.0  indicates  ridership  that  is  150%  of  the  available  seating  for 
most  lines.  Of  the  25  lines  serving  the  project  area,  21  lines  are  projected  to  have  load 
factors  egual  to  or  greater  than  1.00  and  these  lines  will  experience  congested  conditions 
(a  load  factor  of  1.00  reflects  full  capacity  and  is  considered  to  be  the  maximum 
acceptable  load  factor).  The  project  would  add  about  145  passengers  to  these  lines  (Table 
3,  page  20),  representing  an  increase  of  about  1%  in  the  total  projected  ridership  for  all 
lines  serving  the  site.  The  load  factors  would  not  be  measurably  affected  by  the  project 
(see  Table  5,  page  23). 

3 

BART  staff  have  provided  the  following  p.m.  peak  hour  operating  statistics  for  outbound 
trains  at  their  peak  load  points  (during  October-December  1981): 


Leonard  Newman,  Chief,  Highway  Operations  Branch,  Caltrans,  telephone  conversation, 
August  7,  1981 . 

San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  - 
Transportation  Impacts,  July  3,  1980  (revised  October  1980). 

John  Stomas,  Planning  Staff,  BART,  personal  communication,  April  6,  1982. 
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TABLE  5 


Muni  Ridership  Data  During  . 
PM  Peak  Hour  -  Outbound  Erom  CBP 

(Muni  Lines  Within  2,000  Eeet  -  2-3  Blocks  -  of  Project  Site) 


PATRONAGE    LOAD  EACTORS 

1 985         I  985 


Existing 

Without 

With 

Eull 

1985  Without 

1985  With 

Line 

Patronage 

Project 

Project 

Capacity 

Existing 

Project 

Project 

5 

986 

1 , 530 

1  ,535 

1 ,275 

0.77 

1  .20 

1  .20 

6 

500 

775 

780 

675 

0.74 

1.15 

1.16 

7 

327 

505 

505 

450 

0.73 

1.12 

1.12 

8 

658 

1 ,020 

1 ,025 

1  , 1 25 

0.59 

0.9| 

0.91 

9 

531 

825 

830 

750 

0.71 

1 .  10 

I  .  1  1 

1 1 

676 

1 ,045 

1 ,050 

750 

0.90 

1 .39 

1  .40 

12 

487 

755 

760 

525 

0.93 

1 .44 

1  .45 

14 

!  ,2  14 

1 ,880 

1  ,890 

1 ,275 

0.95 

1 .47 

1  .48 

■?on 

n  o/i 

1     "5  1 

1.31 

!4x 

655 

1,015 

1,020 

675 

0.97 

1.50 

1 .51 

I6xz 

540 

835 

840 

750 

0.72 

I.I  1 

1 .12 

19 

528 

820 

825 

825 

0.64 

0.99 

1  .00 

21 

660 

1,025 

1,030 

825 

0.83 

1.24 

1.25 

25 

496 

770 

775 

600 

0.77 

1.28 

1 .79 

26 

250 

385 

385 

430 

0.58 

0.90 

0.90 

3! 

498 

770 

775 

525 

0.95 

1.47 

1  .48 

41 

90 

140 

140 

325 

0.28 

0.43 

0.43 

66 

186 

290 

290 

375 

0.50 

0.77 

0.77 

71 

379 

585 

590 

375 

1  -01 

1 .56 

1  .57 

72 

276 

430 

430 

300 

0.92 

1.43 

1  .43 

J 

798 

1,235 

1,240 

1,235 

0.65 

1 .00 

1.00 

K 

3,1  19 

4,835 

4,860 

3,900 

0.80 

1.24 

1 .25 

L 

1,750 

2,710 

2,725 

2,650 

0.66 

1 .02 

1 .03 

M 

1,340 

2,075 

2,085 

1,325 

1  .01 

1 .57 

1  .57 

N 

2,050 

3,175 

3,190 

2,400 

0.85 

1.32 

1 .33 

Capacity,  patronage  (without  project)  and  load  factors  (without  project)  obtained  from 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Evaluation  Transporation  Impact,  Department  of  City 
Planning,  San  Erancisco,  June  1980  (revised  October  1980).  (Also  includes  projects 
approved  from  November  I  980  through  October  1 98  I .) 

A  load  factor  of  1.00  reflects  full  capacity  ridership  at  150%  of  the  available  vehicle 
seats. 
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TABLF  6 

BART  PEAK  HOUR  OPERATING  STATISTICS 


Passengers 
Average  load  factor 


Seats 


East  Bay 
9,914 
14,372 
1.45 


With  Project 


9,914 
14,412 
1.45 


Daly  City 


6,523 
6,558 
1.01 


With  Project 


6,523 
6,573 
1.01 


With  heavier  ridership  during  portions  of  the  peak  hour,  certain  peak  trains  experience 
load  factors  which  are  approximately  10%  higher. 

Cumulative  downtown  development  would  increase  BART  ridership.  East  Bay  trains 
would  experience  average  peak  hour  load  factors  of  2.0-2.1  and  higher  factors  on  certain 
peak  trains.  The  proposed  project  would  add  55  passengers  (less  than  0.5%)  to  the 
existing  BART  patronage  and  there  would  not  be  a  measurable  increase  in  these  load 
factors.  BART's  short-term  (5-year)  improvement  program  calls  for  an  approximate  20% 
increase  in  capacity  (with  added  cars  and  some  decrease  in  headways).'  These 
improvements  would  allow  the  peak  hour  load  factors  to  average  1.5-1.6. 

Golden  Gate  Transit  District  operates  147  buses  out  of  the  downtown  area  during  the 
afternoon  peak  hour,  about  120  buses  on  financial  district  routes,  and  27  buses  on  Civic 
Center  routes.  On  the  average,  these  buses  run  at  their  design  capacity  level  as  set  by 
Golden  Gate  policy  (i.e.,  at  seating  capacity).  Golden  Gate  Transit  allows  a  maximum 
(crush)  capacity  of  55  passengers  per  bus,  corresponding  to  10  standees,  which  eguates  to 
8,085  peak  hour  riders.  Current  peak  hour  ridership  out  of  downtown  is  estimated  at 
6,620  passengers.    On  certain  peak  runs,  there  may  be  more  than  20  standees. 

With  a  design  capacity  of  8,085  peak-hour  passengers,  the  effect  of  cumulative  downtown 
development  would  be  to  raise  patronage  to  about  9,500  passengers  (18%  over  capacity). 
The  proposed  project  would  add  15  trips  (or  approximately  0.15%)  to  the  projected 
ridership  (see  Table  3,  page  20).  Because  of  financial  limitations,  the  District  would 
probably  not  be  able  to  increase  its  capacity  to  accommodate  the  increased  demand. 


Alan  Zahradnik,  Planning  Staff,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  telephone  conversation,  April  13, 


Jim  De  Hart,  Planning  Staff,  Samtrans,  telephone  conversation,  February  26,  1982. 


1982. 
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There  are  currently  12  Samtrans  buses  leaving  the  downtown  area  during  the  afternoon 
peak  hour.  They  operate  at  about  90%  of  seating  capacity,  corresponding  to  peak-hour 
ridership  of  about  510  passengers.'  Assuming  a  maximum  capacity  of  125%  of  available 
seats,  it  is  estimated  that  there  is  a  reserve  capacity  for  240  passengers. 

The  patronage  from  cumulative  development  would  exceed  the  available  240-passenger 
reserve  capacity  of  Samtrans.  The  proposed  project  would  add  about  5  passengers  to  the 
trips  generated  by  new  development  (see  Table  3,  page  20).  No  specific  capacity 
improvements  have  been  cited  by  the  District. 

Parking.  The  proposed  project  would  incur  a  total  parking  demand  of  about  170  spaces, 
calculated  as  follows: 

1,1  10  daily  office  and  retail  work  trips  x  36%  auto  mode  -t  1.4  (auto  occupancy)-*  2 
trips  per  vehicle  =  140+  long-term  spaces 

790  daily  non-work  (office)  trips  x  36%  auto  -t  1.4 -/auto  occupancy)  -t  2  trips  per 
vehicle -t  5.7  turnovers  daily  =  20+  short-term  spaces" 

840  daily  non-work  commercial  trips  (external  to  the  project)'  x  15%  auto  -t  1.2 
(auto  occupancy)-!  2  trips  per  vehicle-:  5.7  turnovers  daily  =  10+  short  term  spaces 

Based  upon  the  above  calculations,  the  addition  of  this  parking  demand  would  increase 
parking  occupancy  from  about  92%  to  95%  in  the  area  surveyed  (See  page  12  of  this 
document).  Cumulative  parking  demand  will  be  generated  by  other  approved  projects  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  The  additional  parking  demand  by  10  United  Nations 
Plaza  and  I  155  Market  would  probably  result  in  100%  parking  occupancy  in  the  area  of  the 
proposed  project.  As  parking  occupancy  approaches  100%,  employees  may  chose  to  park 
further  from  their  place  of  employment  or  shift  to  public  transit  or  carpools  as  alternate 
modes  of  travel. 


Calculation  based  upon  data  from  National  Cooperative  Highway  Research  Program, 
Urban  Travel  Patterns  for  Hospitals,  Universities,  Office  Buildings  and  Capitals,  Report 
No.  62,  1969. 

1,200  daily  commercial  trips  less  300  (25%)  commercial  trips  internal  to  the  project,  less 
60  commercial  work  trips  =  840  daily  non-work  commercial  trips  external  to  the  project. 
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Off-street    freight    loading   needs  (as  per   Planning  Commission   policy  )  have  been 

calculated  to  be  I  space  12  feet  wide  and  35  feet  long.     Peak  hour  demand  could  be  1-2 

2 

spaces."  The  project  would  include  a  10-foot  wide  loading  bay  25  feet  long  fronting  on 
Stevenson  Street.  The  bay  could  accommodate  a  standard  single-unit  truck.  Larger 
tractor-trailer  trucks  would  be  unable  to  maneuver  into  the  loading  bay  due  to  the  28-foot 
(curb  to  curb)  width  of  Stevenson  Street. 

Pedestrian  Flows.     With  no  on-site  parking,  virtually  all  of  the  project's  trips  would 

involve  some  walking.   Without  the  project,  the  cumulative  effect  of  other  development 

would  be  a  degradation  from  unimpeded  to  impeded  pedestrian  flows  on  the  Market  Street 

3 

sidewalk  during  the  peak  hours. 

The  proposed  project's  primary  access  would  be  on  Market  Street;  pedestrian  access  would 
also  be  available  on  Stevenson  Street.  If  one-half  of  the  project's  pedestrian  travel 
occurred  on  the  Market  Street  sidewalk  during  the  peak  hours,  the  existing  pedestrian 
flows  would  increase  by  about  30%.  With  this  increase,  the  pedestrian  flows  would  remain 
within  the  unimpeded  category. 

The  most  direct  pedestrian  impact  would  relate  to  construction  activities  which  would 
probably  encroach  onto  the  Market  Street  sidewalk,  reducing  the  area  available  for 
pedestrian  flow. 

2.  Land  Use.  Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 

Would  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Be  different  from  surrounding  land  uses?      X    X 

b.  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical 

arrangement  of  an  established  community?      X    X 


San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  No.  9286,  adopted  January  21,  1982. 

Wilbur  Smith  &  Assoc.,  Center  City  Ped:  Circ.  &  Goods  Movement  Study,  Sept.  1980,  p. 
73. 

TJKM  Transportation  Consultants,  Preliminary  Draft  Transportation  Impact  Study  for 
the  I  155  Market  Street  Building,  March  28,  1981  (EE  81.25,  Final  Negative  Declaration 
issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  August  13,  1981.) 
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The  project  site  is  within  an  urbanized,  developed  area  adjacent  to  the  Civic  Center. 
Office  use  of  the  project  with  ground  floor  retail  use  would  be  consistent  with  C-3-C 
Zoning  (see  Section  I,  Project  Description  and  Setting,  page  I),  and  would  be  similar  to 
existing  and  approved  adjacent  land  uses.  The  project  would  be  between  5  and  I  I  stories 
taller  than  other  buildings  in  the  project  block,  and  2  stories  taller  than  the  building 
approved  for  construction  on  the  adjacent  property  to  the  west  (Figures  9  and  10,  pages  28 
and  29).  The  setback  at  85  feet  would  create  visual  continuity  between  the  project  and 
other  buildings  in  the  area  including  the  Civic  Center  buildings,  Orpheum  Theater,  10 
United  Nations  Plaza,  and  the  Odd  Fellows  Temple  (see  Section  II,  R.  3.  Visual  Quality  and 
Urban  Design,  following).  The  building  would  be  lower  than  the  Fox  Plaza  II  building,  and 
about  egual  in  height  to  the  Holiday  Inn  on  the  west  side  of  Eighth  Street  between  Market 
and  Mission. 

3.  Visual  Qua  lit/  and  Urban  Design  Yes     Mqybe    No     N/A  Disc. 

Would  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Obstruct  or  degrade  any  scenic  view 

or  vista  open  to  the  public?    _X_    X 

b.  Reduce  or  obstruct  views  from 

adjacent  or  nearby  buildings0    _X_    X 

c.  Create  a  negative  aesthetic  effect?    _X_    X 

d.  Generate  light  or  glare  affecting 

other  properties9    _X_    X 

The  Civic  Center  Market  building  that  occupies  the  site  lacks  architectural  detail  and  is 
plain  in  appearance  (Figure  7,  page  9).  The  Odd  Fellows  Temple,  and  Strand  and  Embassy 
Theaters  on  the  project  block  east  of  the  project  site  have  detailed  facades  and  defined 
building  bases.  The  Trinity  Apartments  are  set  back  from  the  southeast  corner  of  the 
intersection  of  Market  and  Eighth  Streets  and  form  a  break  in  the  continuous  building  wall 
along  the  south  side  of  Market  Street.  The  Trinity  Apartments'  driveways  and  parking 
areas  create  a  lack  of  enclosure  or  definition  to  the  intersection  of  Market  and  Eighth 
Streets  and  weaken  visual  identification  of  the  portion  of  Market  Street  near  the  project 
site.  Automobiles  parked  on  the  lots  create  contrasting  visual  elements  to  buildings 
fronting  Market  Street.  Views  from  the  site  are  of  Market  Street,  buildings  along  Market 
Street  and  taller  buildings  north  of  Market  Street  nearer  the  center  of  downtown.  The 
United  Nations  Plaza  is  the  major  pedestrian  open  space  area  to  be  seen  from  the  site. 
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Aerial  view  of  proposed  project  over  United  Nations  Plaza. 
View  is  to  the  southwest.     Proposed   (and  approved  for  construction) 
1155  Market  Street  building  is  to  the  right  of  the  project. 


f  \ 

Model  Photograph 


SOURCE:     Backen,  Arrigoni  and  Ross,  Architects  FigUfG  NO.  9 
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View  south  tov/ard  proposed  project  from  McAllister  Street. 


Buildings  surrounding  the  Plaza  range  from  60  to  80  feet  in  height  and  define  the  edge  of 
the  Plaza.  The  Bay  Heritage  Financial  Building  has  an  arcade  along  its  Plaza  entry  and 
contains  a  light-colored  precast  concrete  exterior.  The  Federal  Building  has  a  bulky 
appearance;  it  has  a  granite  exterior  and  arched  entry  and  pillars,  providing  visual 
contrast  to  the  upper  levels.  The  Orpheum  Theater  has  a  decorative  building  front  with 
arched  windows;  its  beige  building  facade  is  divided  into  sections  by  columns  which  rise 
the  full  height  of  the  4-story  structure  and  then  project  above  the  roofline. 

Views  toward  the  site  are  from  the  United  Nations  Plaza  (Figure  10,  page  29),  and  nearby 
streets  and  buildings.  From  locations  further  from  the  site,  such  as  the  Civic  Center,  the 
site  is  generally  obscured  by  intervening  structures.  Leavenworth  Street  (which  intersects 
the  United  Nations  Plaza)  and  Grove  Street  form  diagonal  angles  with  the  northeast- 
southwest  alignment  of  Market  Street  and  focus  on  the  project  site.  From  Grove  Street 
near  the  Civic  Center,  the  west-facing  side  wall  of  the  I  145  Market  building  can  be  seen, 
including  a  portion  of  the  facade  of  the  Post  Office  on  Seventh  Street  and  a  portion  of  the 
Trinity  Apartments  west  of  the  site.  The  Civic  Center  Market  building  is  a  major  visual 
element  from  Leavenworth  Street  between  the  cross  streets  of  Eddy  and  Ellis  Streets,  as 
is  the  east  wall  of  the  Trinity  Apartments  and  rooftops  of  structures  south  of  Mission 
Street. 


There  are  a  number  of  proposals  contained  in  the  report,  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
to  which  the  project  may  be  compared  for  visual  guality  and  urban  design  issues.  Relation 
of  the  proposed  project  to  Guiding  Downtown  Development  is  shown  in  Table  7  (page  31). 

Relation  of  the  proposed  project  to  the  provisions  of  the  Urban  Design  Plan,  an  element  of 
the  General  Plan,  is  shown  in  Table  8  (page  32). 


4.  Population,  Employment,  Housing; 
Would  the  proposed  project: 

a.  Alter  the  density  of  the  area 
population9 

b.  Have  a  growth-inducing  effect0 

c.  Reguire  relocation  of  housing  or 
businesses,  with  a  displacement  of 
people,  in  order  to  clear  the  site? 


Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 
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d.  Create  or  eliminate  jobs  during  Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 
construction  and  operation  and 

maintenance  of  the  project?  X      X 

e.  Create  an  additional  demand  for 

housing  in  San  Francisco?  X    X 


About  a  dozen  employees  work  at  the  partially  vacant  Civic  Center  Market  Building  on 
the  project  site.  At  full  occupancy,  about  260  people  could  be  employed  at  the  building.' 
~!~hese  jobs  would  be  displaced  by  the  proposed  office  building.  An  estimated  $5  million 
would  be  spent  for  construction  labor.  Assuming  an  annual  cost,  including  wages,  taxes 
and  benefits,  of  $28,000  per  construction  worker,  about  180  person  years  of  construction 
labor  would  be  generated.  Since  project  construction  is  expected  to  take  place  over  a  14- 
month  period,  average  construction  employment  would  be  about  160  full-time  jobs. 
Secondary  temporary  employment  would  be  generated  due  to  demands  for  goods  and 
services  by  construction  workers  and  their  families. 

About  560  jobs  could  be  created  by  the  project:  about  540  office  employees  and  about  20 
employees  in  the  commercial/retail  areas.'  These  new  jobs  may  be  considered  growth- 
inducing  and  would  result  in  increased  demand  for  commercial,  social,  medical  and 
municipal  services,  and  increased  use  of  streets,  highways  and  transit  systems. 

The  new  jobs  would  be  primarily  in  the  middle-income  range:  clerical  and  middle 
management  positions.  The  majority  of  clerical  workers  are  in  the  income  category  of 
$25,000  or  less  annually,  and  managers,  professionals,  etc.,  are  in  the  income  category  of 
$25,000  or  more  annually."  The  demand  for  specific  types  of  dwelling  units  in  San 
Francisco  would  be  reflective  of  employee  income. 


Figures  based  on  I  employee  per  250  sguare  feet  of  office  space  and  I  employee  per  500 
sguare  feet  of  retail  space. 

Environmental  Impact  Planning  Corporation,  "Estimating  Employee/Housing  Impacts  for 
Downtown  San  Francisco  Highrise  Office  Buildings,"  October  1981.  A  copy  of  this 
information  is  available  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  94102. 
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The  proposed  project  also  would  create  a  demand  for  about  123  dwelling  units  in  the 
City.  In  order  to  alleviate  the  housing  demand  in  San  Francisco,  the  City  Planning 
Commission  has,  since  December  1980,  approved  new  commercial/office  development  in 
the  C-3  districts  under  the  condition  that  renovation  or  construction  of  housing  be 
provided  by  developers. 


'Figures  derived  from  "Housing  leguirements  for  Office  Development"  Memorandum  to 
the  City  Planning  Commission  from  Dean  Macris,  October  8,  1981. 

137,500  gross  sguare  feet  of  office  space  ^        .  |  g  _ 


250 


number  of  housing  units 
reguired,  wherein  40% 
represents  the  percentage  of 
office  workers  expected  to  live 
in  San  Francisco  and  1.8  eguals 
the  number  of  office  workers 
per  San  Francisco  household. 
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5.  Soils  and  Geology  Yes     Moybe    No     N/A  Disc, 

Would  the  proposed  project 
result  in  or  be  subject  to: 

a.  Potentially  hazardous  geologic  or  soil 
conditions  on  or  immediately  adjoining 
the  site?  (slides,  subsidence,  erosion, 

and  liquefaction)    X    X 

b.  Grading?  (consider  height,  steepness 
and  visibility  of  proposed  slopes; 
consider  effect  of  grading  on  trees 

and  ridge  tops)      X    X 

c.  Generation  of  substantial  spoils  during 
site  preparation,  grading,  dredging  or 

fill?  X  X 


The  project  site  is  at  approximate  Elevation  +36  feet  San  Francisco  Datum  (SFD).  The 

2 

site  slopes  gently  (less  than  2%)  down  to  the  southeast."  Soil  investigation  of  the 
adjoining  lot  southwest  of  the  site  indicates  the  following  soil  sequence:  artificial  fill  and 
dune  sand  to  +20  feet  SFD,  loose  to  dense  sand  and  sandy  peat  to  -18  feet  SFD,  stiff  clay 
to  -43  feet  SFD,  sand  to  -48  feet  SFD,  Franciscan  Formation  bedrock  below  the  sand 
at  -  48  feet  SFD.3 

Groundwater  was  encountered  at  +16  feet  SFD.'  A  U.S.  Geological  Survey  boring  1/2 
block  west  of  the  site  indicates  fill  to  +26  feet  SFD,  dune  sand  to  +11  feet  SFD, 
undifferentiated  clay  and  sand  to  at  least  -4  feet  SFD,  with  bedrock  elevation  predicted 
at  approximately  -160  feet  SFD. 


San  Francisco  Datum  is  approximately  8.6  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 
Site  visit  by  EIP  geologist. 

PSC  Associates,  Inc.,  Soil  Engineering  Investigation,  Proposed  Building  at  1155  Market 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  San  Francisco,  February  27,  1981,  (EE  81.25,  Final 
Negative  Declaration  issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  August 
13,  1981.) 

J.  Schlocker,  Geology  of  the  San  Francisco  North  Quadrangle,  California,  U.S.  Geologic 
Survey,  Prof.  Paper  782,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Wash.,  DC,  1974,  plate  I, 
plate  3,  scale  1:24,000,  page  97. 
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Construction  in  unengineered  fill,  dune  sand  and  loose  sand  is  complicated  by  generally 
unstable  and  free-running  soil  conditions.  Seismic  stability  of  the  soils  underlying  the 
project  site  is  poor  to  moderate.l  During  a  seismic  event  similar  to  the  1906  San 
Francisco  earthquake  (Richter  magnitude  8.3)2  the  site  would  be  subject  to  "very  strong" 
groundshaking,  which  could  cause  severe  cracking  and  occasional  collapse  of  masonry 
structures.3 


Liquefaction^  of  the  fill  and  dune  sand  during  seismic  activity  is  unlikely  since  they  are 
above  the  water  table;  they  would,  however,  be  subject  to  densification5  which  could 
result  in  tilting  or  sinking  of  structures  supported  on  them.  The  loose  sand  and  sandy  peat 
below  the  water  table  would  be  a  possible  liquefaction  hazard  to  structures  supported  on 
them. 


The  fill,  sand  and  peat  above  the  stiff  bay  clay  are  unsuitable  for  bearing  heavy  loads;  the 
stiff  bay  clay  is  generally  suitable  as  a  foundation  base. 6  Excavation  would  cover  the 
entire  site  and  extend  to  the  level  of  the  existing  basement,  approximately  12  feet  below 
the  surface.  The  base  of  the  excavation  would  be  above  the  water  table.  During 
construction  the  pit  would  be  shored  where  necessary  to  prevent  slumping.  The  maximum 


'  J.  Schlocker,  Geology  of  the  San  Francisco  North  Quadrangle,  California,  U.S.  Geologic 
Survey,  Prof.  Paper  782,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Wash.,  DC,  1974,  plate  I, 
plate  3,  scale  1 :24,000,  page  97. 

2Richter  Scale:  A  logarithmic  scale  developed  in  1935  by  Charles  Richter  to  measure 
earthquake  magnitude  by  the  energy  released,  as  opposed  to  earthquake  intensity  as 
determined  by  effects  on  people,  structures  and  earth  materials.  The  San  Francisco 
earthquake  of  1 906  is  estimated  to  have  had  a  Richter  magnitude  of  8.2  or  8.3.  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  Standard  Definitions,  San  Francisco,  California,  November  1 5, 
1979. 

3URS/John  A.  Blu  me  and  Associates,  Engineers,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety 
Investigation,  San  Francisco,  June  1974,  page  14. 

^Liquefaction:  Earthquake-induced  transformation  of  a  stable  granular  material,  such  as 
sand,  into  a  fluidlike  state,  similar  to  quicksand  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 
Standard  Definitions,  San  Francisco,  California,  November  15,  1979. 

5Densification:  Compaction  of  loose  soil  such  that  it  loses  pore  space  and  occupies  a 
smaller  volume,  i.e.,  becomes  more  dense.  American  Geological  Institute,  Glossary  of 
Geology,  2nd  ed.,  R.  L.  Bates  and  J.  A.  Jackson,  editors,  Washington,  DC,  I  980. 

*>PSC  Associates,  Inc.,  Soil  Engineering  Investigation,  Proposed  Building  at  1155  Market 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California,  San  Francisco,  February  27,  1981  (EE  81.25,  Final 
Negative  Declaration  issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  August 
13,  1981.) 
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amount  of  soil  to  be  removed  is  not  known,  but  since  the  existing  basement  covers  nearly 
the  entire  site  it  probably  would  not  exceed  a  few  hundred  tons.  Material  suitable  for 
backfill  would  be  sold;  material  unsuitable  for  fill  would  be  removed  to  an  unspecified 
disposal  site  on  the  Peninsula.' 

The  proposed  foundation  design  would  use  friction-bearing  piles  driven  to  sufficient  depth 
below  the  basement  for  building  support.  The  time  required  to  drive  the  piles  would  be 
about  3  weeks.  A  soils  engineer  or  geological  engineer  would  supervise  the  setting  of 
piles.' 

The  building  would  not  depend  on  the  artificial  fill  or  loose  sand  for  support  because  the 
piles  would  penetrate  to  more  stable  materials,  and  therefore  would  not  be  subject  to  the 
densification  and  liquefaction  hazards  associated  with  these  materials  during  seismic 
events.  Foundation  design  would  occur  after  soils  investigations  would  be  completed.  The 
building  would  meet  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  for  seismic 
design  concerning  the  amount  of  allowable  sway,  the  attachment  of  partitions  and 
decorative  elements,  and  the  provision  of  emergency  electricity  and  water  services.2 

6.     Water.  Would  the  proposed  project  result  in:     Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 

a.  Reduction  in  the  quality  of  surface  water?  _X 

b.  Change  in  runoff  or  alteration  to  drainage 

patterns?  _X 

c.  Change  in  water  use?  X  X 

d.  Change  in  quality  of  public  water  supply 
or  in  quality  or  quantity  (dewatering)  of 

groundwater?  _X  X 


'George  Laken,   Managing  Construction  Engineer,  Dinwiddie  Construction  Company, 
telephone  conversation,  December  16,  1981. 

^Michael  Chait,  Job  Captain,  Backen,  Arrigoni  &  Ross,  Inc.,  Architects,  telephone 
conversation,  December  16,  1981. 
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The  project  would  use  about  19,000  gallons  of  water  per  day,  which  is  estimated  to  be 
about  17,000  gallons  in  excess  of  current  water  consumption  in  the  existing  building  on  the 
project  site  (see  II,  B.9.  Utilities,  Public  Services,  page  55).  Water  would  be  used  to 
control  dust  on  the  site  during  site  excavation  and  grading  (see  II. C.  Mitigation  Measures, 
page  63).  Dewatering  would  not  be  required  because  the  basement  floor  would  be  above 
the  water  table  (see  II,  B.5.,  Soils,  Geology,  page  36). 


7.  Air  Quality,  Climate.  Would  the  proposed         Yes     Maybe    No    N/A  Disc. 
project  result  in: 

a.  Violation  of  any  ambient  quality  standard 
or  contribution  to  an  existing  air  quality 

violation?  X  X 


b.  Exposure  of  sensitive  receptors  to  air 

pollutants?  _        _X_      _       _  X 

c.  Creation  of  objectionable  odors?  _X  X 

d.  Burning  of  any  materials  including  brush, 

trees,  or  construction  materials?  _X 

e.  Alteration  of  wind,  moisture,  or 
temperature  (including  sun  shading 
effects),  or  any  change  in  climate, 

either  locally  or  regionally?  X  X 

Air  Quality 

The  project  site  is  within  the  northern  portion  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  air  basin.  The 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  operates  an  air  quality  monitoring 
station  at  900  23rd  Street,  approximately  1.5  miles  southeast  of  the  site.  Air  quality  data 
collected  at  this  monitoring  station  show  that  the  downtown  San  Francisco  area 
experiences  infrequent  violations  of  the  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  carbon 
monoxide,  ozone,  nitrogen  dioxide  and  total  suspended  particulates. 

Local  air  quality  impacts  due  to  the  operation  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  due  to 
carbon  monoxide  emissions  from  motor  vehicles.  To  estimate  these  effects,  calculations 
of  CO  levels  that  would  occur  in  1984  were  made  both  with  and  without  the  proposed 
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project,  including  the  effects  of  projects  which  are  approved  but  not  yet  built.  The 
results  are  presented  in  Table  9,  and  indicate  that  violations  of  the  8-hour  CO  standard  of 
9  parts  per  million  (ppm)  are  predicted  to  occur  under  existing  conditions  and  would  occur 
in  1984  with  or  without  the  project.  The  magnitude  of  the  increase  in  CO  due  to  the 
project  would  be  less  than  0.1  ppm  which  is  within  the  expected  range  of  error  of  the  air 
guality  model  and  is  not  a  measurable  quantity.  No  violations  of  the  I -hour  average  CO 
standard  would  be  expected. 

It  should  be  noted  that  rhe  Ray  Area  is  considered  a  "non-attainment"  area  for  CO, 

suspended  particulates,  and  oxidants,  and  that  an  air  quality  plan  designed  to  achieve 

2 

regional  air  quality  goals  addresses  these  problems. 

The  impact  of  the  project  on  regional  air  quality  would  be  due  to  the  net  increase  in 
vehicle  miles  travelled  (VMT)  by  project-related  traffic  which  would  total  approximately 
26,000  VMT  daily.  This  would  be  about  .03%  of  regional  VMT  and  would  not  result  in  a 
measurable  air  quality  impact.  The  increase  in  cumulative  total  daily  VMT  due  to  other 
downtown  projects  which  are  approved  but  not  yet  built  would  be  less  than  .1%  of  regional 
daily  VMT.  This  increase  also  would  not  result  in  a  measurable  air  quality  impact. 

No  objectionable  odors  are  expected  to  occur  from  construction  or  operation  of  the 
proposed  project. 

Construction  activities  would  generate  pollutants  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project.  Trucks 

and  eguipment  would  release  exhaust,  and  earthmoving  would  generate  dust  and  suspended 

3 

particulates.  Available  emission  factors  previously  developed  for  shopping  centers  and 
housing  construction  in  suburban  desert  areas  do  not  apply  to  downtown  construction 


The  procedures  used  are  contained  in  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Projects,  Ray  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  San  Francisco,  June  1975,  updated 
1981. 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  1 979  Ray  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  Berkeley, 
January  1979. 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Compilation  of  Air  Pollution  Emission  Factors, 
April  2,  1977. 
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TABLE  9 

PROJECTED  CO  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  CRITICAL  INTERSECTIONS 

parts  per  million  fppm) 

Existing  1 984  1984 


Intersection 

Conditions 

Without 

Project 

With  Project 

1  -hour 

8-hour 

1  -hour 

8-hour 

1  -hour 

8-hour 

Mission/8th  Street 

31  .0 

10.0 

28.0 

10.0 

28.0 

10.0 

Market/8th  Street 

23.0 

10.0 

26.0 

9.0 

26.0 

9.0 

I -hour  CO  standard  =  35  ppm 
8-hour  CO  standard  =  9  ppm 


Calculations  are  based  on  the  following  assumptions: 
o    I  984  emissions  rates 
o    I -hour  average  background  at  14  ppm 
o    9-hour  average  background  at  8  ppm 
o    10  mph  average  speed  for  peak  hour 
o    20  mph  average  route  speed 
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Shadows 

The  proposed  building  would  contain  six  stepped-back  terraces  varying  in  height  from  85 
feet  to  189  feet  six  inches  with  the  highest  point  of  the  project  (top  of  the  mechanical 
penthouse)  being  215  feet  six  inches  above  grade  (Figure  3,  page  4). 

Sun/shade  diagrams  were  prepared  for  8:00  a.m.,  10:00  a.m.,  12  noon  and  4:00  p.m.  on  the 

first  day  of  each  season  using  photographic/model  technigues  and  calculation  methods. 

Sun/shade  diagrams  were  also  prepared  for  the  first  day  of  winter  at  2:00  p.m.  to  provide 

a  more  complete  shadow  analysis  of  the  project's  shadow  effects  north  of  the  project  site 

along  Market  Street  and  the  United  Nations  Plaza.   Both  existing  shaded  areas  and  new 

shaded  areas  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  are  shown  in  Figures  I  I  through  18, 

pages  45  through  52.'    The  sun/shade  diagrams  include  shadows  that  would  be  cast  by  the 

1 145  Market  Street  Building.  The  project  may  be  compared  to  a  proposal  contained  in  the 

report,  Guiding  Downtown  Development,  which  states  that  heights  should  be  lowered  on 

the   South   Market   Street   frontaqe   between   Seventh  and   Tenth  Streets  to  heights 

compatible  with  the  United  Nations  Plaza  and  to  ensure  adeguate  sunlight  and  spatial 

2 

definitions  to  major  plazas  on  Market  Street. 

(2)  Adjust  Heights  to  Protect  and  Enhance  Selected  Locations 

"Insure  adequate  sunlight  and  spatial  definition  to  the  major  plazas  on  Market  Street,  and 
continued  sunlight  to  the  retail  portion  of  Market  Street  by  lowering  heights  on  the  South 
Market  Street  frontage  between  .  .  .  7th  and  10th  Streets  to  heights  compatible  with  the 
UN  Plaza." 

The  higher  building  mass  at  the  rear  of  the  lot  would  allow  more  light  to  penetrate  Market 
Street  than  if  the  building  were  rectangular  for  its  full  height  and  contained  no  setbacks, 
and  would  reduce  shadows  on  Market  Street  and  the  United  Nations  Plaza. 


Only  those  diagrams  showing  shadows  north  of  the  project  site  along  Market  Street  and 
the  United  Nations  Plaza  are  included  in  this  report.  A  complete  set  of  diagrams 
showing  shadows  along  Stevenson  Street  and  areas  east  and  west  of  the  project  site  are 
available  for  public  review  at  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of 
Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102. 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Guiding  Downtown 
Development,  May  1981,  page  4. 
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Summer  shadows  are  shown  on  Fiqures  I  I  and  12,  pages  45  and  46.  At  8:00  a.m.  the 
project  would  shade  the  northwest  half  of  Market  Street  opposite  the  I  155  Market  Street 
Building  and  shadows  would  be  cast  on  a  portion  of  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  the  Orpheum 
Theater.  At  10:00  a.m.,  project  shadows  would  include  a  portion  of  Market  Street  directly 
in  front  of  the  building  entry.  At  noon  the  project  would  cast  a  negligible  shadow  on  the 
sidewalk  in  front  of  the  project  site.  At  2:00  p.m.  the  project  would  shade  a  portion  of 
the  adjacent  rooftop  to  the  northeast  and  would  extend  to  the  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  at 
4:00  p.m. 

Spring  and  fall  shadows  are  shown  in  Figures  13  and  14,  pages  47  and  48.  At  8:00  a.m. 
the  project  would  shade  the  plaza  area  just  north  of  the  Orpheum  Theater.  At  10:00  a.m., 
area  shadows  would  decrease  to  cover  a  portion  of  Market  Street  and  an  area  on  the  south 
portion  of  the  United  Nations  Plaza;  the  fountain  would  not  be  shadowed.  At  12:00  noon 
the  project  would  cast  shadows  over  a  relatively  small  area  of  sidewalk  northeast  of  the 
project  and  would  not  shade  the  sidewalk  at  2:00  p.m.  At  4:00  p.m.  the  project  would 
shade  rooftops  to  the  east  on  .Market  Street,  the  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  on  Stevenson 
Street  and  the  building  on  the  corner  of  Stevenson  and  Seventh  Streets. 

Winter  shadows  are  depicted  in  Figures  15-18,  pages  49  through  52.  The  low  altitude 
and  the  extreme  southerly  position  of  the  sun  combined  with  the  existing  buildings 
extensively  shadow  the  United  Nations  Plaza.  At  8:00  a.m  existing  buildings  shadow  the 
plaza  completely.  The  project  would  shade  the  rooftop  of  the  Federal  Office  Building, 
which  lies  northwest  of  the  plaza  fountain.  At  10:00  a.m.,  shadows  would  be  less 
extensive  north  of  the  project  site  with  a  portion  of  the  United  Nations  Plaza  and  fountain 
exposed  to  sunlight.  At  12:00  noon  existing  shadows  would  be  less  extensive.  The  project 
would  shade  the  northernmost  tip  of  the  fountain  and  an  area  east  of  the  fountain.  The 
fountain  would  not  be  shadowed  at  12:15  p.m.  At  2:00  p.m.  the  proposed  project  would 
not  shade  any  part  of  the  United  Nations  Plaza,  but  would  shade  a  portion  of  the  Market 
Street  sidewalk  in  front  of  the  building.  At  4:00  p.m.  the  Orpheum  Theater  shadows  the 
plaza  completely.  The  project  would  shadow  rooftops  northeast  on  Market  Street,  the 
Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  on  Stevenson  Street,  and  the  building  on  the  corner  of  Stevenson 
and  Seventh  Streets. 

Analysis  shows  that  the  project  would  cast  a  shadow  (assuming  continual  sunshine)  beyond 
the  north  curb  of  Market  Street  after  10:00  a.m.  about  200  days  a  /ear  for  about  T/2-2 
hours  on  each  morning  during  the  months  of  January  -  March,  September  -  December. 
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The  project  would  shadow  a  portion  of  the  United  Nations  Plaza  fountain  about  60  days  a 
year  for  about  1^-2  hours  each  day  during  the  months  of  November  -  January. 


8.  Noise:  Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 

a.  Would  the  proposed  project  result  in 
generation  of  noise  levels  in  excess 

of  those  currently  existing  in  the  area9 

(during  construction^  X        X 

b.  Would  existing  noise  levels  impact 

the  proposed  use7  X         _    X 

c.  Are  Title  25  Noise  Insulation  Standards 

applicable?    X     


The  project  site's  noise  environment   is  dominated  by  traffic.     The  Environmental 

Protection  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  °lan  contains  a  map  showing  the  1974  L  ,  noise 

12  . 
levels  along  major  thoroughfares.  '      The  map  indicates         noise  levels  of  75  dRA  on 

Market  and  8th  Streets,  and  70  dBA  on  7th  Street.^ 

Project  construction  would  reguire  approximately  I  5  months  and  would  involve  removal  of 

the  existing  structure,  site  preparation,  and  construction  of  the  proposed  structure.  These 

activities  would  result  in  temporary  noise  levels  in  excess  of  those  currently  at  the  site 

4 

vicinity  at  periodic  intervals  during  the  15  month  construction  period.  For  example, 
foundation  work  would  include  up  to  three  weeks  of  pile  driving  with  an  impact-type  pile 
driver.  Conventional  unmuffled  and  unshielded  pile  drivers  emit  noise  levels  of  100  to  110 
dBA  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  each  time  the  driver  strikes  the  pile.  Assuming  noise 
emissions  of  100  dBA  at  100  feet  and  no  mitigation,  noise  levels  from  pile  driving  where 
not  shielded  by  intervening  buildings  would  be  88  dBA  or  above  within  400  feet  of  the 


San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Comprehensive  Plan,  "Environmental 
Protection  Element",  Transportation  Noise  Section,  adopted  by  City  Planning 
Commission  Resolution  7244,  September  19,  1974. 

2 

,  An  averaged  sound  level  measurement,  based  on  human  reaction  to  cumulative  noise 
exposure  over  a  24 -hour  period,  which  takes  into  account  the  great  annoyance  of 
nighttime  noises.  Noise  between  10  p.m.  and  7  a.m.  is  weighted  10  dBA  higher  than 
daytime  noise. 

3 

'  dBA:  Decibel  corrected  for  the  variation  in  freguency  response  to  the  typical  human  ear 
at  commonly  encountered  noise  levels. 

Typical  construction  noise  levels  are  shown  in  a  chart  which  is  available  for  public 
review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  45  Hyde 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  94102. 
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Shadow  Patterns 
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SOURCE:     EIP  Corp 
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SOURCE:     EIP  Corp. 
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project  site  and  82  dBA  or  above  within  800  feet  of  the  project  site.  Indoors,  in  adjacent 
buildings  with  windows  open,  noise  levels  during  pile  driving  would  be  reduced  10  to  15 
dBA;  with  windows  closed,  noise  levels  during  pile  driving  would  be  reduced  by  20  to  25 
dBA.  Vibrations  from  the  impact  of  the  diesel  hammer  used  to  drive  the  piles  would  be 
felt  in  nearby  buildings. 

Land  uses  in  the  site  vicinity  include  office  space,  retail  service  establishments,  a  public 
plaza  and  residential  uses  (Trinity  Apartments).  The  buildings  in  the  project  area  are 
primarily  older  structures  which  rely  on  open  windows  for  ventilation.  Indoor  noise  levels 
during  pile  driving  could  be  as  high  as  90  dBA  with  windows  open  and  80  dBA  with 
windows  closed.  Noise  levels  of  this  intensity  would  annoy  and  distract  residents, 
employees  and  customers  and  prevent  sleep.  Generally,  noise  levels  above  60  dBA 
interfere  with  normal  speech.  Vibrations  from  pile  driving  would  also  affect  workers  in 
the  site  vicinity  and  residents  of  Trinity  Apartments.  These  vibrations  have  been  found  to 
be  more  disturbing  to  some  people  than  the  noise  levels. 

Noise  measurements  of  pile  driving  activities  at  the  I  155  Market  Street  site,  adjacent  to 
the  proposed  project  site,  were  conducted  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works  in  response  to  complaints  of  high  pile  driving  noise  levels  from  occupants  of  nearby 
office  buildings  and  the  Trinity  Plaza  Apartments  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the 
intersection  of  Market  and  8th  Streets.  At  100  feet  from  the  pile  driver,  measurements 
of  97  dBA  were  recorded  in  violation  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. '  As  a  result, 
the  hours  during  which  pile  driving  was  permitted  were  regulated  to  between  7:00  a.m.  to 
I  1:30  a.m.,  and  1:30  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  to  avoid  high  noise  levels  during  the  noon  lunch  hour 
and  morning  and  evening  hours.  Complaints  decreased  after  the  hours  of  pile  driving  were 
restricted. 

After  project  completion,  project-generated  noise  would  be  limited  to  traffic  and 

tnechanical  eguipment  noise.      The   City  noise  ordinance  requires   that   noise  from 

mechanical  equipment  not  exceed  60  dBA  day  and  55  dBA  night  (10  p.m. -7  a.m.)  at  the 
2 

property  line.  Noise  associated  with  building  operations  would  not  increase  noise  levels 
above  those  currently  at  the  site.  Traffic  generated  by  the  project  during  any  hour  of  the 


Ed  Sherrod,  Assistant  to  the  Mechanical  Engineer,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works,  Mechanical  Engineering  Section,  telephone  communication,  April  6,  1982. 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Code,  Ordinance  294-72,  Section  2909,  Fixed  Source  Noise 
Levels. 
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day  would  cause  traffic  noise  levels  to  increase  by  less  than  I  dRA,  which  would  not  be 
perceptible  to  the  untrained  human  ear.  No  noise  effects  from  project  traffic  would  be 
expected. 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  has  developed  methods  to  reduce  pile  driver  noise  impact. 
Under  the  Noise  Ordinance  (Section  2907c)  impact  tools  and  equipment  must  have  intake 
and  exhaust  mufflers  which  accomplish  maximum  noise  attenuation,  as  approved  by  the 
Director  of  Public  Works.  The  Director  may  require  additional  means  of  accomplishing 
maximum  noise  attenuation,  such  as  specification  of  a  relatively  quiet  pile  driver  to  be 
used,  predrilling  of  pile  holes,  and  specification  of  hours  of  operation  to  reduce  the 
number  of  people  exposed  to  the  noise. 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Section  2907b)  limits  noise  emissions  from  any 
powered  construction  equipment,  with  the  exception  of  impact  tools,  to  80  dRA  at  a 
distance  of  100  feet.  Adherence  to  this  limit  would  ensure  that  general  construction 
equipment  would  cause  noise  levels  not  to  be  appreciably  higher  than  present  maximum 
noise  levels  due  to  traffic. 


The  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan  contains 
guidelines  for  determining  the  compatibility  of  various  land  uses  with  different  noise 
environments.  ror  the  site's  70  to  75  dBA  noise  level,  the  guidelines  state  that  new  office 
development  should  be  undertaken  only  after  an  acoustical  analysis  has  been  performed 
and  needed  noise  insulation  features  included  in  the  building  design,  which  would  be 
accomplished  by  the  project  sponsor. 


9.  Utilities  and  Public  Services  Yes     Maybe  No     N/A  Disc. 

Would  the  proposed  project  have  an 
effect  upon,  or  result  in  a  need  for, 
new  or  altered  governmental  services 
in  any  of  the  following? 


a.  fire  protection  _X_  X 

b.  police  protection  _X_  X 

c.  schools  _X_   

d.  parks  or  other  recreational  facilities  _X_   

e.  maintenance  of  public  facilities  _X_  X 

f.  power  or  natural  gas  X  X 
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Yes     Maybe  No     N/A  Disc. 


g.  communications  systems    X    X 

h.  water    X    X 

i.  sewer /storm  water  drainage    X    X 

j.  solid  waste  collection  and  disposal    _X_    X 

The  proposed  project  would  increase  the  building  area  on  the  site  and  the  number  of 
persons  using  the  project  area  and  may  increase  the  fire  hazard.  The  project  would, 
however,  incorporate  more  extensive  fire  protection  measures  than  the  building  currently 
occupying  the  site  because  more  stringent  code  reguirements  are  now  in  effect.  The 
project  would  not  reguire  more  fire  department  personnel  or  eguipment.  Stations  I  (416 
Jessie  Street),  3  (1067  Post  Street)  and  36  (109  Oak  Street)  would  serve  the  project  site. 
Response  time  would  be  approximately  3  minutes  from  Station  3,  and  4  minutes  for 
Stations  I  and  36.'  Cumulatively,  if  more  than  one  2  or  3-alarm  fire  breaks  out  in  an  area 
the  fire  department  would  be  stretched  thin  because  the  department  also  must  maintain 
fire  protection  for  the  rest  of  the  city. 


Since  the  proposed  office  building  classifies  as  a  high  rise  by  the  Fire  Department 
(exceeds  75  feet  in  height),  a  fire  safety  director  would  be  reguired  at  the  building  who 
would  be  trained  in  building  evacuation  and  safety  through  a  fire  protection  course 
provided  by  the  3ureau  of  Fire  Prevention. 

The  project  area  is  patrolled  regularly  by  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  by  radio 
car  and  supplementary  foot  patrols.  The  project  site  is  within  Southern  District  reporting 
area  604,  which  is  comprised  of  the  area  between  Market  and  Howard  and  Sixth  and 
Eighth  Streets.  For  1980,  2,239  incidents  of  crime  were  reported,  ranking  the  area  second 
in  Southern  District's  18  reporting  areas.  The  proposed  office  building  would  increase 
population  and  personal  property  on  the  site,  thereby  increasing  the  incidence  of  crime. 
No  off-street  parking  is  provided;  therefore,  the  project  could  also  generate  an 
opportunity  for  auto  boosting  and  stripping.  Additional  manpower  or  eguipment  would  not 
be  reguired  by  the  Police  Department  for  the  project.  Cumulatively,  office  development 
could  generate  an  increase  in  commercial  crime  in  the  area.  However,  a  future  relocation 


Joseph  Sullivan,  Chief,  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  Planning  and  Research, 
telephone  conversation,  November  25,  1981. 
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of  the  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  to  another  area  in  the  City,  should  relocation  occur,  could 

I  2 

potentially  reduce  crime  in  the  reporting  area.  ' 

There  would  be  a  net  increase  in  the  consumption  of  energy  generated  by  the  proposed 

development  (see  III,  B.IO.  Energy,  Natural  Resources,  page  64).     PGandE  does  not 

3 

anticipate  difficulty  in  providing  electricity  and  gas  to  the  site.  The  project  would 
comply  with  Title  24  of  the  California  Administrative  Code  regarding  energy 
conservation  standards. 


The  office  building  would  use  an  estimated  19,000  gallons  of  domestic  water  per  day 
(GPD).  Domestic  water  is  provided  to  the  site  through  a  4-inch  main  on  the  south  side  of 
Stevenson  Street.  This  main  is  of  adequate  size  to  serve  the  site.  Cumulatively,  other 
development  in  the  area  could  eventually  require  the  existing  four  inch  main  to  be 
enlarged  to  an  eight  inch  main.  There  is  an  adequate  supply  of  water  to  serve  cumulative 
development  in  the  project  area.  The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  would  be 
responsible  for  upgrading  existing  facilities  to  meet  increased  demand  for  water. 

The  amount  of  wastewater  generated  by  the  project  would  be  about  the  same  as  water 
consumed.  A  10  inch  diameter  sewer  pipe  under  Stevenson  Street  connects  to  a  two 
feet,  six  inch  by  five  feet,  three  inch  sewer  on  Seventh  Street.  These  facilities  would  be 
adequate  to  handle  increased  flows  due  to  the  project  and  cumulative  development  in  the 
project  area.  Wastewater  is  carried  to  the  Northpoint  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant 
where  sewage  flows  receive  primary  treatment. 


Paul  Libert,  Sergeant,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  telephone  conversation, 
December  16,  1981. 

James  Farrell,  Sergeant,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  Crime  Analysis,  telephone 
conversation,  November  24,  1981. 

Herb  Luders,  Marketing  Representative,  PG&E,  telephone  conversation,  December  7, 
1981. 

Cy  Wentworth,  Water  Estimator,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone 
conversation,  December  7,  1981. 

Cy  Wentworth,  Water  Estimator,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone 
conversation,  April  6,  1982. 

'Mervyn  Francies,  Engineering  Associate,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program,  telephone 
conversation,  November  25,  1981.  Nat  Lee,  Engineering  Associate,  Division  of  Sanitary 
Engineering,  Department  of  Public  Works,  telephone  conversation,  April  6,  1982. 
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The  proposed  office  building  would  generate  about  1,500  pounds  of  solid  waste  each  day  (4 

tons  per  week).   The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  forsees  no  problem  in  meeting  this 

demand  to  remove  waste  from  the  site.    Fifty  tons  of  office  waste  paper  currently  is 

recycled  per  day  resulting  from  collections  in  the  Financial  District.    This  is  in  addition 

to  the  office  paper  purchased  by  paper  recycling  companies.    Most  of  the  solid  waste 

generated  by  this  project  would  be  paper  and  would  be  recycled  by  the  garbage  collection 
I 

company. 

There  would  be  an  increase  in  demand  for  communication  systems  generated  by  the 

proposed  office  building.    Underground  conduits  located  in  Stevenson  Street  would  be 

? 

sufficient  for  Pacific  Telephone  to  provide  service  to  the  proposed  project. 

10.  Energy  and  Natural  Resources.  Yes     Maybe  No     N/A  Disc. 

Would  the  proposed  project 
result  in: 

a.  Any  change  in  consumption  of  energy?  _X_  X 

b.  Substantial  increase  in  demand 

on  existing  energy  sources?  _X_  X 

c.  An  effect  on  the  potential  use, 
extraction,  conservation  or 

depletion  of  a  natural  resource?  X   


The  project  would  increase  consumption  of  nonrenewable  energy  resources  on  the  site. 

Site  preparation  and  building  construction  would  reguire,  in  direct  and  indirect  energy  use, 

3 

about  40  billion  BTUs   at-source  of  electricity,  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  over  the  entire 

construction  period  (At-source  refers  to  adjustments  made  in  energy  use  calculations  to 

account  for  the  energy  used  in  generation,  refining  and  transport  of  each  of  the  energy 
v4 

sources.) 


Fiore  Garbarino,  Office  Manager,  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  telephone 
conversation,  December  7,  1 98 1 . 

i 

Mr.  McGovern,  Building  Industry,  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph,  telephone 
conversation,  December  8,  1981. 

BTU:  British  Thermal  Unit.  The  guantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  the  temperature  of  I 
pound  of  water  I  degree  Fahrenheit  at  about  39  degrees  Fahrenheit. 

^Federal  Energy  Administration,  Energy  Use  in  the  Contract  Construction  Industry, 
Report  No.  PB-245-422,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  February  18,  1975. 
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The  project  would  use  an  average  285,000  kilowatt  hours  (KWH)  of  electricity  and  about 
267,000  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  per  month;'  this  would  be  about  700  BTUs  at-source  per 
square  feet  per  day. 

The  project  would  be  designed  to  comply  with  California  Energy  Commission  Title  24 
energy  conservation  standards  and  all  state  and  local  building  and  energy  conservation 
codes.  Drojected  consumption  of  nonrenewable  energy  resources  would  be  equivalent  to 
the  annual  needs  of  about  250  households. 


Biology  Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc, 

a.   Would  there  be  a  reduction  in  plant 
and/or  animal  habitat  or  interference 
with  the  movement  of  migratory  fish 

or  wildlife  species?    X     


b.  Would  the  project  affect  the  existence 
or  habitat  of  any  rare,  endangered  or 
unique  species  located  on  or  near  the 
site? 

c.  Would  the  project  require  removal 
of  mature  scenic  trees0 


12.  Cultural 

Would  the  proposed  project: 


a.  Include  or  affect  a  historic  site, 
structure,  or  building? 

b.  Include  a  building  or  any 
recognized  list  of  buildings 
of  architectural  merit? 


X 


X 


X 


c.  Include  or  affect  a  known  archeological 
resource  or  an  area  of  archeological 
resource  potential? 

d.  Cause  a  physical  change  affecting 
unique  ethnic  or  cultural  values? 


X 


Based  on  a  comparison  with  the  proposed  building  at  I  I  55  Market  Street  (EE  81.25,  Final 
Negative  Declaration  issued  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  August 
13,  1981.) 

California  Energy  Commission,  Energy  Conservation  Standards  for  New  Nonresidential 
Buildings,  1980. 
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The  proposed  project  is  adjacent  to  the  Civic  Center  Historic  District.  The  building 
design  was  derived  to  be  compatible  in  scale,  materials  and  configuration  of  the  Market 
Street  facade  with  the  architecture  of  the  Civic  Center  buildings. 

The  following  list  includes  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity  which  have  been  studied  for 
their  architectural  and/or  historical  importance. 

The  1976  Department  of  City  Planning  survey  of  Architecturally  Significant  Buildings 
refers  to  an  architectural  survey  of  the  top  six  percent  of  all  buildings  in  the  City 
conducted  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  between  1974  and  1976.  Those  buildings 
considered  to  have  architectural  value  were  rated  as  to  the  degree  of  architectural  value 
from  a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5".  Factors  considered  included  architectural  significance, 
urban  design  context  and  overall  environmental  significance.  In  the  estimation  of  the 
inventory  participants,  buildings  rated  "3"  or  better  represent  approximately  the  best  2% 
of  the  City's  architecture. 

The  Heritage  Survey  Rating  refers  to  a  survey  of  downtown  buildings  located  along 
Market  Street  and  in  the  downtown  financial  and  retail  districts  conducted  by  the 
Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage.  Buildings  constructed  after  1945 
were  not  rated.  An  "A"  rating  indicates  the  most  important  individual  buildings, 
distinguished  by  outstanding  qualities  of  architecture,  historic  and  cultural  value  and 
relationship  to  environment.  A  "B"  rating  indicates  buildings  which  are  individually 
important  for  their  overall  quality,  rather  than  for  particular,  outstanding  characteristics. 

A  "C"  rating  indicates  buildings  which  are  distinguished  by  their  scale,  or  architectural 
features. 

The  proposed  project  would  not  affect  any  building  on  the  list. 
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Project  Block 

6-26  Seventh  St.  (Odd  Fellows  Temple) 
I  I  15-1  I  17  Market  St.  , 
1 1 25  Market  St.  (Embassy  Theater) 
I  127  Market  St.  (Strand  Theater) 


DCP  Survey  Rating 

3 
0 
0 
I 


Heritage 
Survey  Rating 

A 

C 
B 
C 


United  Nations  Plaza 


1 1  82  Market  St.  (Orpheum  Theater) 
I  United  Nations  Plaza  (Delectables 

Delicatessen) 
50  United  Nations  Plaza  (Federal  Building) 
79  McAllister  St. 

83-91  McAllister  St.  (Cokesbury  Book 
Store) 


A 
SL, 


Seventh  and  Market  Sts. 


1095  Market  St.  (Grant  Building) 
99  Seventh  St.  (Dost  Office)  , 
1112  Market  St.  (Hotel  Shaw)1 


SL 
B 


Included  on  the  City  Planning  Commission's  listing  of  "Architecturally  and/or 
Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown;"  adopted  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission,  Resolution  No.  8600,  May  29,  1980. 

The  building  has  been  designated  as  an  official  City  landmark. 

Listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

SL  means  secondary  listing.  The  Heritage  Survey  did  not  rate  buildings  located  beyond 
the  Market  Street  frontage  in  this  area,  but  did  list  buildings  considered  to  have 
architectural  importance. 
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13.  Hazards. 

Would  the  proposed  project  result  in: 


Yes     Maybe    No     N/A  Disc. 


a.  Increased  risk  of  explosion  or  release  of 
hazardous  substances  (e.g.,  oil,  pesticides, 
chemicals  or  radiation),  in  the  event  of 
an  accident,  or  cause  other  dangers  to 

public  health  and  safety?      _X 

b.  Creation  of  or  exposure  to  a 

potential  health  hazard?      _X 


c.  Possible  interference  with  an 
emergency  response  plan  or 

emergency  evacuation  plan?      _X_ 


It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  any  increased  risk  of 
explosion  or  release  of  hazardous  substances. 


The  City's  emergency  response  plan  provides  for  a  "command  post"  to  be  established  at 
the  Central  Fire  Department  located  near  City  Hall  where  a  line  of  communications 
between  utilities  and  services  would  be  set  up  to  keep  agencies  advised  as  to  the  locales 
and  severity  of  problems  during  emergency  or  disaster  conditions. 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor  or 
building  management  staff,  in  consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency 
Services,  k>  insure  coordination  between  the  City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the 
project's  plan  and  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  The 
project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency  Services  and  implemented  by 
building  management  before  issuance  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works  of  final  building 
permits. 
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C.  MITIGATION  MEASURES: 

Are  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  project9 
Are  other  mitiqation  measures  available? 


Yes 

X 


No 

X 


Disc. 

X 
X 


The  project  sponsor  has  incorporated  a  number  of  mitigation  measures  into  the  project 
which  they  consider  to  be  reasonable  and  appropriate. 

(a)  Transportation,  Circulation 

The  project  sponsor  would  contribute  to  a  fund  for  maintaining  and  augmenting 
transportation  service,  in  an  amount  proportionate  to  the  demand  created  by 
the  project,  through  an  eguitable  funding  mechanism,  if  implemented  by  the 
City,  such  as  an  assessment  district  or  impact  fee  which  would  meet  the  peak 
demand  generated  by  cumulative  office  development  in  the  downtown  area. 

The  project  sponsor  would  encourage  transit  use  by  employees  in  the  proposed 
building  by  including  the  sale  on-site  of  BART  and  Muni  passes,  and  promoting 
an  employee  carpool/vanpool  system  in  cooperation  with  RIDES  for  Bay  Area 
Commuters,  or  other  such  enterprises. 

The  project  sponsor  would,  in  consultation  with  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  request  tenant  firms  to  implement  a  flexible  time  system  for 
employee  working  hours.  The  sponsor  would  (within  a  year  of  certification  of 
occupancy  being  issued)  report  to  the  Department  of  City  Planning  on  the 
success  of  such  efforts. 

Within  a  year  from  completion  of  the  project,  the  project  sponsor  would 
conduct  a  survey  in  accordance  with  methodology  approved  by  the  Department 
of  City  Planning,  to  assess  actual  trip  generation  patterns  of  project 
occupants,  and  actual  pick-up  and  drop-off  areas  for  carooolers  and 
vanpoolers.  This  survey  would  be  made  available  to  the  Department  of  City 
Planning.  Alternatively,  at  the  request  of  the  Department  of  City  Planning, 
the  project  sponsor  would  provide  an  equitable  in-lieu  contribution  for  an 
overall  survey  of  the  downtown  area  to  be  conducted  by  the  City. 

The  project  sponsor  would  participate  in  any  future  areawide  study  of  current 
parking  conditions  and  future  needs.   If  new  short-term  (or  long-term)  parking 
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is  appropriate  in  the  downtown  area,  the  project  sponsor  would  participate  in 
the  equitable  funding  of  such  facilities  through  a  special  assessment  district 
according  to  criteria  determined  by  the  study. 

The  project  sponsor  would  ensure  that  safe  and  convenient  pedestrian  access 
be  maintained  throughout  the  construction  period  on  designated  walkways 
around  the  project  site. 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  as  part  of  the  qeneral  construction  contract 
that  no  vehicular  construction  traffic  enter  or  leave  the  project  site  before 
9:00  a.m.  or  after  4:00  p.m.  to  minimize  conflicts  with  peak-hour  traffic. 

The  project  sponsor  would  coordinate  street  excavation  with  construction 
contractors  on  any  concurrent  nearby  projects  to  minimize  cumulative  traffic 
impacts. 

The  project  contractor  would  provide  off-street  parking  for  construction 
workers  on  the  project  site,  or  at  an  off -site  location  with  jitney  service  to  the 
site. 

The  project  sponsor  and  construction  contractor  would  meet  with  the  Traffic 
Engineering  Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Engineering  and  with  the  Office  of 
Environmental  Review  to  determine  other  feasible  construction  traffic  mitiga- 
tion measures  satisfactory  to  all  parties. 

Eyebolts  to  support  future  Muni  electrification  wires  would  be  incorporated 
into  the  project. 

The  project  sponsor  would  establish  a  parking  validation  program  for  visitors 
to  the  proposed  project  in  coordination  with  existing  parking  facilities,  or 
those  that  may  be  newly  constructed  within  800  feet  of  the  project  site. 

The  project  sponsor  would  provide  building  directories  and  visual  aids  indicat- 
ing the  location  of  the  elevators  in  the  loading  area  of  the  building. 
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(b)  Visual  Duality  and  Urban  Design 

The  proposed  Market  Street  building  wall  setback  at  85  feet  would  create 
visual  continuity  between  the  project  and  other  buildings  in  the  area  including 
the  Civic  Center  buildings,  Orpheum  Theater,  the  Bay  Heritage  Financial 
Building  and  the  Odd  Fellows  Temple.  The  height  and  spacing  of  the  building 
columns  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Federal  Building  and  allow  light  and 
shadow  to  be  cast  against  the  Market  Street  face  of  the  structure,  increasing 
visual  interest.  The  concrete  exterior  of  the  structure  would  be  light  grey  in 
color,  similar  to  the  Federal  Building. 

(c)  Population,  Fmployment,  Housing 

The  project  sponsor  would  fully  mitigate  the  housing  demand  of  1 23  dwelling  units 
generated  by  the  proposed  project.  To  date,  88  units  have  been  accepted  by  the 
City  to  meet  a  portion  of  the  demand. '  The  remaining  3.5  unit  demand  would  be 
provided  by  the  project  sponsor  through  one  of  the  following:  I)  new  construction 
of  dwelling  units;  2)  rehabilitation  of  vacant  residential  units  as  accepted  by  the 
City;  3)  monetary  contribution  in  the  City's  Mortgage  Bond  Revenue  Program. 

(d)  Soils,  Geology 

Project  excavation  would  be  above  the  water  table.  During  construction  the 
pit  would  be  shored  where  necessary  to  prevent  slumping. 

The  building  would  meet  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code 
for  seismic  design  concerning  the  amount  of  allowable  sway,  the  attachment 
of  partitions  and  decorative  elements,  and  the  provision  of  emergency 
electricity  and  water  services. 


Letter  from  Dean  Macris,  Director  of  Planning,  to  Trinity  Properties,  February  25,  1982. 
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Further  geotechnical  engineering  investigations  of  the  site  would  be  done  to 
determine  soil  characteristics;  to  recommend  foundation  pile  type,  pile  bearing 
length  and  pile  tip  elevation;  to  predict  expected  settlement  and  possible 
differential  settlement.  Results  and  conclusions  of  these  technical  studies 
would  be  incorporated  into  the  structural  plans  for  the  proposed  building  and  all 
design  recommendations  by  a  licensed  geotechnical  engineer  would  be  adhered 
to. 

(e)  Air  Quality,  Climate 

Those  measures  which  would  reduce  vehicular  traffic  also  would  reduce  air 
quality  emissions  impacts.  These  measures  are  described  in  part  C.(a), 
above,  page  62. 

An  effective  watering  program  (complete  coverage  twice  daily)  can  reduce 
construction  dust  emissions  by  about  50%;  the  project  sponsor  would  require 
the  contractor  to  implement  a  twice-daily  watering  program,  which  would 
reduce  the  likelihood  of  airborne  construction  dust  and  particulates  exceeding 
state  and  federal  standards. 


D.  ALTERNATIVES:  Yes  No  Disc. 

Were  other  alternatives  considered?  X  X 


I.      No  Project 

Under  the  no-project  alternative,  the  Civic  Center  plaza  building  would  remain  on  the 
site  and  none  of  the  effects  of  the  project  identified  in  this  study  would  occur.  The  visual 
characteristics  of  the  site  would  remain  the  same,  and  existing  shadow  patterns  in  the 
project  area  would  remain  the  same.  There  would  be  no  changes  to  pedestrian  flow,  no 
increase  in  transit  ridership  and  no  increase  in  parking  demand  for  office  space.  Under 
the  no-project  alternative,  the  site  would  be  left  open  for  future  development  proposals 
consisting  of  design  details  different  from  that  which  is  currently  proposed. 
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2.  Reduced  Building  Height  and  Design 

Reducing  the  height  of  the  building  would  require  removing  the  stepped  back  upper  floors 
from  the  project.  From  a  visual  standpoint,  removing  the  stepped  back  upper  floors  would 
reduce  the  number  of  open-air  balconies  suitable  for  potted  plant  materials  as  decorative 
elements,  and  from  a  design  standpoint  would  weaken  a  definition  of  the  building's  mid- 
section. Reducing  the  height  of  the  building's  base  proportionately  to  the  reduction  of  the 
structure's  mid-section  would  serve  to  retain  a  scale  relationship  between  these  2  portions 
of  the  structure,  but  the  lower  base  would  not  relate  to  the  height  of  the  Civic  Center 
buildings  or  Fedral  Office  Building  at  the  United  Nations  Plaza. 

A  lower  structure  on  the  project  site  of  reduced  gross  floor  area  would  reduce  demands  on 
public  services,  transportation  systems,  air  quality,  housing,  and  energy  consumption 
proportional  to  the  reduction  of  gross  floor  area  compared  to  the  project  as  proposed.  A 
lower  structure  maintaining  the  permitted  maximum  145,200  gross  square  feet  of  floor 
area  would  create  a  building  more  rectangular  in  vertical  form  than  the  project  as 
proposed.  Such  a  structure  would  appear  bulkier  than  the  project  as  propose,  contain  less 
visual  interest  and  could  increase  shadows  in  the  area. 

Alternative  building  designs  prepared  by  the  project  architects  included  schematic  design 
schemes  generally  addressing  details  in  the  exterior  shape  of  the  building,  height,  window 
placement,  exterior  building  materials  and  the  location  of  pedestrian  access  points.  In  the 
opinion  of  the  project  architects  and  sponsor,  the  selected  design  proposed  represents  a 
combination  of  the  above  features  that  are  most  aesthetically  appropriate  to  the  setting 
and  the  arrangement  of  internal  building  spaces  and  use  functions  of  greatest  efficiency. 

3.  On-site  Housing 

The  project  as  proposed  would  create  a  need  for  123  dwelling  units  in  San  Francisco  (see 
Section  II.  B.4.,  Population,  Employment,  Housing,  page  31).  Incorporating  123  units  into 
the  project  would  cause  the  proposed  building  to  exceed  the  10:1  floor  area  ratio  of 
145,200  square  feet.  Therefore,  in  order  to  accommodate  the  required  housing  on-site 
within  the  floor  area  ratio  limitation,  it  would  be  necessary  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
office  space  in  the  project  resulting  in  fewer  office  employees  and  a  reduction  of  required 
housing  units. 
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Allowing  for  89,000  gross  sguare  feet  of  office  space  would  generate  a  demand  for  78 
dwelling  units  which  could  be  accommodated  on  the  site  at  about  720  gross  sguare  feet 
average  each.  Reguired  parking  would  be  20  spaces'  and  would  be  accommodated  in  a 
second  basement  level,  as  added  to  the  basement  level  currently  proposed  for  utilities  and 
storage.  Under  this  alternative,  there  would  be  no  need  to  increase  the  189-foot,  six  inch 
building  height  as  proposed  because  the  gross  sguare  footage  of  the  structure  would 
remain  the  same.  Therefore,  shadows  cast  by  the  structure  would  remain  the  same. 
Average  daily  traffic  on  adjacent  streets  resulting  from  the  project  as  proposed  would  be 
reduced  about  20%  while  project-generated  peak  hour  traffic  would  be  reduced  about 
25%.  Peak  hour  traffic  travel  patterns  of  residents  would  be  in  opposite  directions  from 
office  employee  travel  patterns.  Dust  generation  and  noise  during  construction  would  be 
greater  than  the  project  as  proposed  because  excavation  to  a  greater  depth  would  be 
necessary  to  accommodate  residential  parking. 

This  alternative  was  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  because:  (Dan  additional  bank  of 
elevators  would  be  reguired  to  serve  the  housing,  creating  2  elevator  banks  (I  for  office 
use  and  I  for  housing);  (2)  reducing  interior  sguare  footages  and  increasing  housing  and 
office  leasing  costs  would  ultimately  reduce  sales  and  leasing  potential.  Also,  separate 
plumbing  and  energy  systems  would  be  reguired  (one  for  office  use  and  one  for  housing), 
necessitating  additional  mechanical  space  and  increasing  costs  while  reducing  leasable 
floor  area.  Excavating  two  basement  levels  may  prove  to  be  difficult  because  of  the 
proximity  of  the  BART  tunnel. 

4.  Guiding  Downtown  Development 

2 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  issued  Guiding  Downtown  Development  which  contains  a 
series  of  regulatory  proposals  for  managing  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  The 
proposals  concern  the  size,  design,  and  location  of  major  buildings  and  address  the  impacts 
new  development  could  have  on  housing,  transportation,  open  space,  architecturally 
significant  older  buildings,  and  the  general  environment  and  livability  of  the  central 
business  district. 


Current  zoning  in  the  C-3  districts  reguires  I  off-street  parking  space  for  every  4 
dwelling  units. 

i 

Resolution  8982  (adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  June  4,  1981)  reguires  an 
alternative  building  proposal  that  would  comply  with  the  proposed  controls  contained  in 
Guiding  Downtown  Development.  Alternatives  6  and  7  address  this  Resolution. 
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The  proposed  project  would  generally  conform  to  the  regulatory  proposals  of  Guiding 
Downtown  Development.  An  exception  would  be  the  absence  of  public  open  space  (4,840 
sguare  feet  of  open  space  would  be  reguired  under  Guiding  Downtown  Development 
guidelines  for  the  project)  and  the  proposed  10:1  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  which  is  allowed 
under  current  C-3-G  zoning;  Guiding  Downtown  Development  calls  for  a  maximum  base 
FAR  of  8:1  (page  3)  in  the  C-3-G  zone  with  an  additional  .5  FAR  allowed  for  ground  floor 
retail.  An  8.5:1  FAR  would  yield  a  structure  containing  123,420  gross  square  feet,  21,780 
gross  square  feet  less  than  the  structure  as  proposed.  The  proposed  8,000  square  feet  of 
ground  floor  commercial  space  would  allow  for  I  15,420  square  feet  of  office  space.  This 
would  require  a  building  containing  I  fewer  floors.  The  impacts  of  the  smaller  structure 
would  be  similar  to  but  reduced  from  the  proposed  project  since  the  alternative  would 
have  15%  less  floor  space  than  the  proposed  project.  Accordingly,  there  would  be  less 
traffic  generated  as  a  result  of  the  project  and  there  would  be  proportionately  fewer 
impacts  on  transportation  services,  parking  facilities  and  the  street  network,  because 
there  would  be  fewer  employees  in  the  building.  There  would  be  less  energy  consumed  to 
construct  and  operate  the  building,  and  there  would  be  less  demand  (about  20)  units  for 
housing  than  the  project  as  proposed.  A  shorter  building  would  not  preclude  designing 
building  setbacks  at  upper  floors  beginning  at  the  85  foot  level;  however,  a  shorter 
structure  would  more  closely  approximate  the  I  I -story  height  of  the  I  155  Market  Street 
Building  currently  under  construction  on  the  adjacent  lot  west  of  the  project  site.  The 
project  would  not  provide  housing  on  the  site  as  suggested  in  Guiding  Downtown 
Development  (page  17),  but  would  provide  housing  off  the  project  site  in  other  locations. 
If  housing  were  to  be  provided  on  the  project  site  within  the  proposed  structure,  it  would 
be  the  project  sponsor's  intent  to  design  the  building  to  conform  to  the  height  and  bulk 
restrictions  of  Guiding  Downtown  Development.  With  a  base  FAR  of  8:1,  the  project  could 
add  a  maximum  of  4:1  for  housing  so  as  not  to  exceed  the  overall  maximum  FAR  of  12:1. 
Any  retail  use  would  have  to  be  included  within  the  12:1  overall  maximum  FAR.  A 
structure  with  a  12:1  FAR  on  the  project  site  would  contain  174,240  gross  square  feet, 
about  29,000  gross  square  feet  more  than  the  project  as  proposed.  Such  a  structure  would 
contain  two  full  floors  more  than  the  proposed  project.  The  impacts  for  this  alternative 
would  be  similar  to  but  greater  than  the  proposed  project  and  above  8.5:1  alternative 
because  of  the  increased  floor  area  by  17%  or  30%,  respectively.  Assuming  a  mixed  use 
building  of  greater  size  than  the  project  as  proposed,  the  8,000  gross  square  feet  of 
proposed  ground  floor  commercial  space  would  allow  for  166,240  gross  sguare  feet  of 
office  and  housing  space.    Allowing  for  90,000  gross  square  feet  of  office  space  would 
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generate  a  demand  for  80  dwelling  units  which  could  be  accommodated  on  the  site  at  953 
gross  square  feet  average  each.  From  a  visual  standpoint,  two  additional  floors  covering 
the  area  of  the  lot  would  require  stepping  back  the  building's  upper  stories  at  a  level 
approximately  20  feet  higher  than  the  85  foot  height  level  proposed.  The  mass  and  bulk  of 
the  structure  fronting  Market  Street  would  be  greater  than  other  buildings  in  the  project 
area,  including  buildings  around  the  United  Nations  Plaza.  Shadow  impacts  on  the  United 
Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street  would  be  greater  than  the  project  as  proposed.  Other 
impacts  would  be  as  discussed  under  Alternative  3  (page  66),  On-site  Housing.  The 
proposed  project  would  meet  the  provisions  of  the  current  Planning  Code. 


E.  MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE:  Yes  No  Disc. 


1.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade 
the  quality  of  the  environment,  substantially 
reduce  the  habitat  of  a  fish  or  wildlife  species, 
cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population  to  drop 
below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to 
eliminate  a  plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate 
important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of 

California  history  or  prehistory?    X 

2.  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to 
achieve  short-term,  to  the  disadvantage 

of  long-term,  environmental  goals?    X 


3.  Does  the  project  have  the  possible 
environmental  effects  which  are  individually 
limited,  but  cumulatively  considered?  (Analyze 
in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other  current 

projects,  and  probable  future  projects  ?1    X 

4.  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse 
effects  on  human  beings,  either  directly 

or  indirectly?    _X 


5.  Is  there  a  serious  public  controversy 
concerning  the  possible  environmental 

effect  of  the  project?     X 
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On  the  basis  of  this  initial  evaluation: 


I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environ- 
ment, and  a'  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City 
Planni ng. 

X       I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on 
the  environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because 
the  mitigation  measures,  numbers  a -e ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as 
part  of  the  proposed  project.    A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

I  find  that  the  proDosed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environ- 
ment, and  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Robert  W.  Passmore 

As  si  stan t  Di rector- Imp 1 ementati on 

for 

Dean  Maoris 

Director 


Date:  tlilJlh 
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APPENDIX  B 


January  29,  1981 


TABLE  B-l 

LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  DEFINITIONS. 
FOR  SIGNALIZED  INTERSECTIONS1 

Level  of  Service  A 

Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  intersection  appears 
quite  open  and  turning  movements  are  made  easily.  Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.  No 
vehicles  wait  longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

Level  of  Service  B 

Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  intersection  is 
occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays  may  be  encountered.  Many  drivers  begin  to 
feel  somewhat  restricted  within  groups  of  vehicles.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally 
be  described  as  very  good. 

Level  of  Service  C 

Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  an  intersection  is  often 
fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur  behind  turning  vehicles.  Most  drivers  feel 
somewhat  restricted,  but  not  objectionably  so.  The  driver  occasionally  must  have  to  wait 
more  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.  The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be 
described  as  good. 

Level  of  Service  D 

Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restriction  causing  substantial 
delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on  approaches  to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within 
the  peak  period.  However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand  such  that 
queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing  excessive  back-ups.  The  traffic  operation 
can  generally  be  described  as  fair. 

Level  of  Service  E 

Capacity  occurs  at  Level  of  Service  E.  It  represents  the  most  vehicles  that  any  particular 
intersection  can  accommodate.  At  capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting 
upstream  of  the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several  signal  cycles.  The 
traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  poor. 

Level  of  Service  F 

Level  of  Service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.  Back-ups  from  locations  downstream 
or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or  prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach 
under  consideration.  Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the  intersection  vary 
from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.  Because  of  the  jammed  condition,  this  volume  would  be 
less  than  capacity. 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  Public  Works,  Traffic  Engineering 
Division. 
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TABLE  B-2 


PEDESTRIAN  FLOW  REGIMES 


Flow 
Regime 


Walking  Speed 
Choice 


Conflicts 


Average  Speed 
Rate  (P/F/M)1 


Open 

Unimpeded 

Impeded 

Constrained 

Crowded 

Congested 

Jammed 


Free  Selection 
Some  Selection 
Some  Selection 
Some  Restriction 
Restricted 
All  Reduced 
Shuffle  Only 


None 
Minor 

High  Indirect  Interaction 
Multiple 

High  Probability 

Frequent 

Unavoidable 


0.5 


0.5 
2.0 
6.0 
10.0 
14.0 


2.0 
6.0 
!0.0 
14.0 
6.0 


16.0+ 


P/F/M  -  Pedestrians  per  foot  of  sidewalk  width  per  minute. 

Source:         Boris  Pushkarev  and  Jeffrey  M.  Zupan,  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians, 
Massachusetts,  MIT  Press,  1975. 
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TABLE  B-3 


MUNI  RIDERSHIP  DATA  DURING 
P.M.  PEAK  HOUR  -  OUTBOUND  FROM  CBD 


(Muni  Lines  Within  2,000  Feet  - 

Two  to  Three  Blocks 

-  of  Project  Site) 

PATRONAGE 

LOAD  FACTORS 

1 

Projected  Projected 

Projected 

Projected 

Existing 

Without 

With 

Without 

p  W-ith+2 

Line 

Patronage 

Project2 

Project2 

Existing 

Project2 

Project^ 

5 

981 

1,511 

1,518 

0.94 

1.44 

1.45 

6 

544 

838 

842 

0.84 

1.29 

1.30 

7 

407 

627 

630 

0.77 

1.18 

1.19 

8 

657 

1,012 

1,017 

0.74 

1.14 

1.15 

9 

468 

721 

724 

0.89 

1.36 

1.37 

1  1 

184 

283 

284 

0.64 

0.98 

0.98 

12 

451 

695 

698 

0.85 

1.31 

1.32 

14 

1 ,038 

1,599 

1,607 

0.92 

1.41 

1.42 

I4GL 

205 

315 

316 

0.71 

1.09 

1.09 

I4x 

344 

489 

491 

0.68 

0.96 

0.96 

I6x 

388 

582 

585 

0.73 

1.1.0 

l.ll 

19 

379 

568 

571 

0.65 

0.98 

0.99 

21 

643 

991 

996 

0.85 

1 .30 

1.31 

25 

420 

630 

633 

0.87 

1.31 

1.32 

26 

320 

480 

482 

0.83 

1.25 

1.25 

31 

657 

946 

951 

1.07 

1.54 

1.55 

41 

184 

260 

261 

0.43 

0.60 

0.60 

66 

555 

833 

837 

0.77 

1.16 

1.17 

71 

447 

689 

692 

1.10 

1.68 

1.69 

72X 

425 

638 

641 

0.90 

1.35 

1.36 

J 

909 

1,400 

1,407 

0.84 

1.28 

1.29 

K,L,M,N 

5,725 

8,820 

8,862 

0.96 

1.47 

1.48 

A  load  factor  of  1.00  reflects  full  capacity  ridership  at  150%  of  the  available  vehicle 
seats  on  buses  and  220%  of  available  seats  on  Muni  Metro  vehicles,  (lines  J  through  N). 

Projections  include  patronage  from  downtown  and  South  of  Market  area  projects  under 
construction,  approved  or  under  formal  review  as  of  January  27,  I  983. 

Source:  Capacity,  patronage  (without  project)  and  load  factors  (without  project) 
obtained  from  Gail  Bloom,  Transportation  Planner,  Department  of  City 
Planning,  personal  communication,  December  1982. 
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TABLE  B-4 

INTERSECTION  CAPACITY  ANALYSIS 
Intersection  f^\\^^\ph-> 


4  "30  -5:  So 
Design  Hour  *pjw  P&AkL-, 


Other  Conditions  ^Xt^rT/Mgi  ~T~ RAf^  ^    /^D/Jr^D    )  /&/&!) 


1.  Identify  Lane  Geometry 


r- 


Approach  4 


CNLS 


2.  Identify  Volumes,  in  vph 


A»proacrr3 


RT  ^" 

TH=M^_ 
LT  =  " 


a 


I  CM 


LT 


RT 


1 


Approach  4 


4.  Le/f  Turn  Check 


Approach 


a.  Number  of 
change  intervals 
per  hour 

b.  Left  turn  capacity 
on  change  interval, 
in  vph 

c.  G/C 
Ratio 

d.  Opposing  volume 
in  vph 

e.  Left  turn 
capacity  on 
green,  in  vph 

f.  Left  turn 
capacity  in  vph 
(b  +  e) 

g.  Left  turn  volume 
in  vph 

h.  Is  volume  >  capac- 
ity (g  >  0° 


Assign  Lane  Volumes, 
in  vph 

Approach  3 
1 


63o 


Approach  4 


6b.  Volume  A  djustment  for 
Multiphase  Signal  Overlap 


Possible 
Probable  Critical 
Phase  Volume 
in  vph 


Volume  Adjusted 
Carryover  Critical 
to  next  Volume 
phase   in  vph 


2^ 


7.  Sum  of  Critical  Volumes 
=  \OQ&  vp, 


8.  Intersection  Level  of 

Service 

6  i  ' 

Notes : 


3.  Identify  Phasing 


53  lA4g>3 


»5a.  Critical  Volumes,  in  vph 
(two  phase  signal) 

Approach  3 
1 


Service  Level  Ranges 

Sum  of  Critical 
Level  Volumes 

2        3  4+ 
Phase  Phase  Phases 


A1  A3  \ 

A2-»-      A4  f 


B1 
82 


B3  ~*) 
84  L. 


If) 

Approach  4 


A 

900 

855 

825 

B 

1050 

1000 

965 

C 

1200 

1140 

1100 

D 

1350 

1275 

1225 

E 

1500 

1425 

1375 

F 

not 

applicable 
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INTERSECTION  CAPACITY  ANALYSIS 


4 *3o  -S  •  3o 

Intersection   Ml^/^A//  g>  TB  Design  Hour  pM  .  P^A^- 

Other  Conditions  ^X(-£>T~/AXrr    fRA^/C   /  £<^OK)T£D  Z/^f&l) 


1.  Identify  Lane  Geometry 


Approach  3 


2.  Identify  Volumes,  in  vph 


0 


X 


Approach  3 
"1 


RT  = 

lt  =_rz_ 


c 

o 


I  CM 
-I.C 
O 

ta 
o 

Q. 

a 
< 


TH  ^74T 


Acproasr' 


J.  Identify  Phasing 


A1  A3  | 

A2—      A4  f 


B1  £—  B3  "*) 
S2   J    B4  U» 


</.  Left  Turn  Check 


Approach 


a.  Number  of 
change  intervals 
per  hour 

b.  Left  turn  capacity 
on  change  interval, 
in  vph 

c.  G/C 
Ratio 

d.  Opposing  volume 
in  vph 

e.  Left  turn 
capacity  on 
green,  in  vph 

f.  Left  turn 
capacity  in  vph 
(b  -  e) 

g.  Left  turn  volume 
in  vph 

h.  Is  volume  >  capac- 
ity (g  >  0? 


Assign  Lane  Volumes, 
in  vph 

Approach  3 

T 


 J> 

 V 


£4s 


1 


Approach  4 


6a.  Critical  Volumes,  in  vph 
(two  phase  signal) 

Approach  3 

r 


Approach  4 


6b.  Volume  A  djustment  for 
Multiphase  Signal  Overlap 

Volume  Adjusted 

Carryover  Critical 

to  next  Volume 

phase  in  vph 


Possible 
Probable  Critical 
Phase  Volume 
in  voh 


2/ 


7.  Sum  of  Critical  Volumes 

^4-^375:  — ■  „  - 

=  VLZo  voh 


8.  Intersection  Level  of 

Service 

\c-x> 

Notes 


Service  Level  Ranges 

Sum  of  Critical 
Level  Volumes 

2        3  4+ 
Phase  Phase  Phases 


A 

900 

855 

825 

B 

1050 

1000 

965 

C 

1200 

1140 

1100 

D 

1350 

1275 

1225 

E 

1500 

1425 

1375 

F 

not 

applicable 
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INTERSECTION  CAPACITY  ANALYSIS 
Intersection  MAgR.H5P»0  /^tH  /PM~  RAmP   Design  Hour  7?/M,  Pg/jfC 
Other  Conditions  ^X(^T/M6  TyeAF^fc:    (CQOiOr^O  l/^/gj) 


1.  Identify  Lane  Geometry 


Approach  3- 





Approach  4 


2.  Identify  Volumes,  in  vph 


Approaoh-& 


LT=MO 


1 


Aoproach  4 


-J  1-  c 


-A  5 


</.  Z,e/f  Turn  Check 


Approach 


a.  Number  of 
change  intervals 
per  hour 

b.  Left  turn  capacity 
on  change  interval, 
in  vph 

c.  G/C 
Ratio 

d.  Opposing  volume 
in  vph 

e.  Left  turn 
capacity  on 
green,  in  vph 

f.  Left  turn 
capacity  in  vph 
(b  ♦  e) 

g.  Left  turn  volume 
in  vph 

h.  Is  volume  >  capac- 
ity (g  >  0? 


Assign  Lane  Volumes, 
in  vph 

Approach  3- 


T 


Approach  4 


sis  H-s 
Sis 


6b.  Volume  A  djustment for 
Multiphase  Signal  Overlap 


Possible 
Probable  Critical 
Phase  Volume 

in  voh 


Volume  Adjusted 
Carryover  Critical 
to  next  Volume 
phase  in  vph 


7.  Sum  of  Critical  Volumes 

. bio  * 


8.  Intersection  Level  of 
Service 


Notes 


3.  Identify  Phasing 

Azsi 
A463 


A1  _^  A3  \ 
A2-^-      A4  f 


B1  ^—  B3  "*| 
82   ^  B4 


6a.  Critical  Volumes,  in  vph 
(two  phase  signal) 

Appreaeh  3 

1  


Service  Level  Ranges 

Sum  of  Critical 
Level  Volumes 

2        3  4+ 
Phase  Phase  Phases 


5  ( S" 


5 


Approach  4 


A  — 
B-  - 
C  -  - 
D  — 
E-  — 


900 

855 

825 

1050 

1000 

965 

1200 

1140 

1100 

1350 

1275 

1225 

1500 

1425 

1375 

not  applicable 
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4: 3c  -  s:5o 


INTERSECTION  CAPACITY  ANALYSIS 
Intersection  f4AR-Rl^AJ  /  ^  ^/rAmP  Design  Hour  T?M.  P&A£- 
Other  Conditions  ftflffT •X<J\f¥\C  (  COOM-fca    I  J \<5 


1.  Identify  Lane  Geometry 


Approach  3 


YAW 


i 

to 


ApproaeJs  1 


2.  Identify  Volumes,  in  vph 


0 
{0 


a 


t    X  1- 


Approach  3 


RT  =  


Approach  d 


9* 


J.  Identify  Phasing 


T 


Av3 


A1  A3  } 

A2-.-      A4  f 


B1  B3  "*) 

82   ^    B4  L. 


4.         Turn  Check 


Approach 


a.  Number  of 
change  intervals 
per  hour 

b.  Left  turn  capacity 
on  change  interval, 
in  vph 

c.  G/C 
Ratio 

d.  Opposing  volume 
in  vph 

e.  Left  turn 
capacity  on 
green,  in  vph 

f.  Left  turn 
caDacitv  in  vph 
(b  +  e) 

g.  Left  turn  volume 
in  vph 

h.  Is  volume  >  capac- 
ity (g  >  0? 


5.  Assign  Lane  Volumes, 
in  vph 

Approach  3 


33o 
- — 33o 


1 


Approach  4 


6a.  Critical  Volumes,  in  vph 
(two  phase  signal) 

Approach  3 


T 


to 

CO 


Approach 


Probable 
Phase 


6b.  Volume  A  djustment  for 
Multiphase  Signal  Overlap 

Possible       Volume  Adjusted 


Critical 
Volume 
in  voh 


Carryover 
to  next 
phase 


Critical 
Volume 
in  vph 


6^ 


7.  Sum  of  Critical  Volumes 

-  ^  ^   vpil 


c?.  Intersection 

Level  of 

Service 

\  A  1 

Notes : 


Service  Level  Ranges 

Sum  of  Critical 
Level  Volumes 

2        3  4+ 
  Phase  Phase  Phases 


A 

900 

855 

825 

B 

1050 

1000 

965 

C 

1200 

1140 

1100 

D 

1350 

1275 

1225 

E 

1500 

1425 

1375 

F 

not 

applicable 
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APPENDIX  C 

CUMULATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  IMPACT  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY 


I.  Travel  Demand 

Travel  demand  from  the  17.3  million  gross  square  feet  of  net  new  cumulative  office 
development  and  589,210  gross  square  feet  of  net  new  cumulative  retail  development  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  has  been  estimated  using  a  land-use  approach  for  trip  generation. 
Future  travel  into  the  downtown  has  been  assumed  to  be  a  result  of  construction  and 
occupancy  of  downtown  office  and  retail  space.  The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  of 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  (DCP)  has  identified  office  projects  in  the  greater 
downtown  area  as  being  under  formal  review,  approved  or  under  construction.  Table  D-l 
in  Appendix  D  shows  the  list  of  projects  separated  by  review  status  and  includes  Assessor's 
Block  number  and  DCP  case  number  for  each  project.  The  information  contained  in  this 
table  represents  the  best  data  available  from  the  Department  of  City  Planning  at  the  time 
of  preparation  of  this  document. 

Hotel  projects  have  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses  because  hotel  uses  have 
different  peaking  characteristics  from  office  buildings  and  generally  do  not  significantly 
affect  peak-hour  traffic  or  transit.  Residential  projects  have  not  been  included  because 
residential  travel  in  the  downtown  is  generally  in  the  contra-commute  direction  during 
peak-hours  and  because  the  office  trip  generation  rate  and  modal  split  distribution  are 
predicated  on  the  assumption  that  housing  would  be  available  in  the  City.  Thus,  inclusion 
of  residential  projects  would  be  double  counting  of  project  generated  travel. 

Projections  of  future  travel  have  been  made  using  trip  generation  rates  of  17.5  person  trip 
ends  (one  way  trips)  per  1,000  net  leasable  square  feet  or  net  new  office  space  and  100 
person-trips  ends  (pte)  per  1,000  gross  square  feet  of  net  new  retail  space.'  Gross  square 
feet  of  office  space  was  converted  to  net  leasable  square  feet  by  assuming  an  efficiency 
factor  of  80%.  The  retail  space  has  been  assumed  to  be  primarily  "ground-floor  retail" 
which  would  serve  the  office  building  users.  Based  upon  survey  data  collected  at  the 
Embarcadero  Center,  approximately  45%  of  the  travel  generated  by  "ground-floor  retail" 
uses  has  been  assumed  to  be  oriented  to  the  office  uses  on-site  and  is  already  included  in 
the  office  trip  generation  rate.  Thus,  55%  of  the  retail  trip  generation  has  been  assumed 
to  be  "new"  to  each  site. 
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P.M.  peak-hour  travel  from  the  cumulative  development  was  assigned  to  modes  of  travel 

based  upon  the  regional  distribution  and  modal  split  shown  in  Table  C-l,  page     .  During 

the  p.m.  peak  hour  about  20%  of  the  office  travel  and  10%  of  the  retail  travel  was 

assumed  to  occur.    Of  the  office  travel  approximately  90%  (during  peak  hours)  was 

assumed  to  be  work-related  and  10%  was  assumed  to  be  other  travel.   On  a  daily  basis, 

3 

office  travel  was  assumed  to  be  57%  work-related  and  43%  other  travel. 

To  calculate  vehicle  trip  ends,  average  automobile  occupancies  were  assumed  for  each 
regional  area  based  upon  available  data.  Currently,  commute  travel  to  the  East  Bay  is 
about  1.8  persons  per  vehicle;  the  North  Bay  is  about  1.5  persons  per  vehicle;  and  to  the 
Peninsula  is  about  1.2  persons  per  vehicle.^  San  Francisco  auto  occupancy  was  assumed  to 
be  1.4  persons  per  vehicle.^ 

A  basic  assumption  in  all  of  the  transportation  analyses  is  that  existing  regional 
distributions  and  modal  splits  would  continue  into  the  future  unchanged.  Thus,  the 
implicit  assumption  has  been  made  that  about  40%  of  the  future  employees  would  live  in 
San  Francisco.  If  housing  is  not  available  in  the  City  then  a  greater  impact  than  noted 
would  result  on  the  commute  corridors  into  the  City  from  the  North  Bay,  East  Bay  and 
Peninsula.  If  housing  is  not  available  in  the  City,  however,  the  impact  on  the  Muni  would 
be  less  than  noted  because  City  residents  are  the  majority  of  Muni  users. 

2.  Employment  Trend  Approach  to  Cumulative  Analysis 

In  this  and  other  San  Francisco  EIRs,  a  land-use  type  of  approach  has  been  used  to 
estimate  the  transportation  impacts  of  both  the  proposed  project  and  cumulative 
development.  An  alternate  type  of  approach  is  to  forecast  travel  demand  based  upon 
regional  projections  of  employment  share  (employment  trend  approach).^  Briefly,  the 
fundamental  differences  between  (and  limitations  of)  the  two  approaches  are:^ 

The  land-use  approach  (as  it  has  been  applied  in  this  EIR)  has  used  net  new  office  space 
actually  proposed,  approved  or  under  construction  (less  space  in  buildings  demolished  to 
make  way  for  new  buildings)  as  the  basis  for  travel  generation.  The  land-use  approach 
assumes  that  literally  all  of  the  currently  proposed  development  in  the  downtown  area  will 
be  constructed  and  fully  occupied  within  the  time  frame  of  the  1145  Market  Street 
development  and  occupancy.  No  allowance  has  been  made  for  less  than  100%  occupancy, 
for  proposed  developments  that  are  never  constructed,  or  for  those  which  would  not  be 
occupied  within  the  time  frame  of  the  proposed  project. 


I\  O/l 


> 

D 


{VI  , 

#1 


0) 

o 


o0  o  o 
•  rj  _:  G\ 
ro  r»  —  co 


<^co^ 


o  o 
d  d 

—  ON 


■+-  c: 

^1 


OOO 

•        •  • 

OOO 
—  00  — 


Us 


O  O  o 

•      •  • 

o  o  o 
—  00  — 


£  EC 


<:> 


CO 


< 


c  t  ^ 

^  <  D  CL 
<  CD  to  co 


CD 

o 


CO 


o 
rvl 


o 
r*j 


o 

CO 


r\i  , 


o  q  0  q 

'O^CO 

^  fN  0 


O  O 

LO  LO 

—  CO 


OOO 

•      •  • 

(N  ON  ON 
—  LO  — 


OOO 

•      •  • 

CO  CO  o 

—  CO  LO 


o      O  O  o 

•  ^— '       •      •  • 

o  o  o  o  o 
lo  ro  


o 


<^co^ 


o  •= 


5 


HI 


3 

< 


^  Ed: 

CD  co  co 


o-~r 

(J 


ro 
ro 


O 
ro 


o 


q 
06 


> 

D 


0) 
"D 
O 


o00q 
•  —  _;  o\ 

ON  vo  fVJ 


0  "F  C 


< 
CD 


O  O 

—  ON 

ro  vo 


o  •■= 

<  ^ 


o  o 

ON  (N 

rsi  vo 


ON 


f  §E 


OOO 

VO  (N  (N 
(SI  VO  (VI 


lis 


So°o9 
^ooON^-r^ 


01 

>      CD  to  co 


o 


q 

LO 


o 

ro 


O 

LO 


q 

06 


o 


a 
o 

i_ 

cr 
O 

QJ 

u 


o 

u 

CO 

u 
z 
< 
cr 
u_ 

z 
< 

CO 


V) 

o 


o 
Z 
c 

o 
c 

o 
Q 


.    2  o 

^  +-  "° 

JJ  <U  O  4} 

Z      o  ^ 

c  O  O  o 


^  E 

*5  OLU 

i±izS£ 


o  _ 
.E  "c" 

i_  o 
o  • - 


o  +_ 

f  I 


O 

Z 


■o 
c 
o 

E 

JC 

u 

E 


< 

c 

0) 
■t- 

co 


00 
(I) 

+- 

13 
O 
CO 


c£ 

-.2  D 

»  o  o 
bLU  "~ 

c  -22  .£ 

CO   C  i_ 


CO 

o 

0) 

+- 

3 
O 

CO 


+-  _ 

§2 

*° 

>B 

CD  -O 
^  c 
—  0 

O  uj 
<u  - 

o 


D 
co 

Z 

Z 
LU 
Q_ 


c 
o 

CO 

C  0) 

a 

0  ^ 
OCJ 

*=  D 

o  o 


A-85 


> 
o 


<d 

a: 


X 
O 


co^d 
en  ^ 


|EEu 

3<< 

<  CD 


(J  u 


l  X 


LLl 


<  ,9 


to 

CO 

>- 

< 
Z 
< 

LU 
> 

< 


D 

(J 

or 
o 

Ll 


Q_ 

CO 

_J 

< 
Q 
O 

Q 
Z 
< 

z 
o 

h- 
D 
99 
a: 
i— 

CO 

Q 
_l 

LU 
> 
< 
DC 
I— 


cn 

8* 
o 


o 


M3 


o 

CM 


<D 
> 
D 
v- 
I- 


CN  , 

#1 


LU 

y 

Ll 
Ll. 
O 


> 
O 


C1__  o 


CM  , 


0 

o 


—  R 

o 

CO 


cn 

8'gS 

u 


u 
IE 

CL| 
D 
i_ 
Ol 

o 

CD 

(J 


>- 
< 

CD 

1 — 
to 

< 

LU 


2  ^  od 


<  CO 


o  o  q 

co  !>  o 
po  ro  CO 


3<< 

<  CO 


o 

-t- 

c 
o 

X.5> 

c  +: 

°  § 
o  o 

o  t3 

<6 


q 

cd 


o 
cm 


co 

>- 
< 

CO 


tr 
o 
z 


Oqq 

o  o  o 
r^.  cm  — 


o  CO  CD 


lo  ro 


O  CO  CO 
+-  H-  I— 


o 
c 
o 
co 

XI 

O  a; 
c  ^ 

hi 

5<3 


Q. 
D 

J_ 

cn 
O 
D 
cn 

-C 

u 
o 

CD 


to 
c 
o 

4- 

o 
c 

■(— 

to 

cd 

X 


CO 

c 

]cn 

o 


0 

> 
o 


c 

CD 

o 
0_ 


CD 
> 
D 


0) 
X 

o 
E 

X 

0) 


c 

to 

o 

CD 
s_ 
O 

y 

IE 
o. 
o 

k_ 

cn 
O 
CD 
Cn 

-C 

o 
o 

CD 


M-  O 


c 

CD 

o 

u. 
CD 
CL 
CN 


i_ 
i_ 

CD 

Lu 


CO 

c 

O 


o 

(J 

c 

CD 
X 

o 

O 


co 
X 

c 
o 


Lu.  _° 


(J 
(J 

In 
CO 


to 
c 
o 

h- 


D 
(J 
c 

CD 
X 


o 
O 


to 
X 

c 
o 


CO 
h- 

O 
(J 

CO 


to 


o 
o 

to 
to 

< 

CD 
O 

c 

CD 

'u 
co 


c 

<D 

E 
c 
o 

> 
c 

LU 


— ) 
h- 

cn 
c 

'c 
c 

D 


0_ 
+- 

0 


c 

<D 


D 

a 

CD 

Q 

o 

o 

to 

'o 
c 
o 

Ll 

c 
o 

to 


LU 

U 
OH 
D 

o 

to 


A-86 


for  proposed  developments  that  are  never  constructed,  or  for  those  which  would  not  be 
occupied  within  the  time  frame  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  employment  trend  approach  generates  a  total  increase  in  employment  in  downtown 
that  has  taken  account  of  loss  of  employment  as  industries  and  offices  move  out  of  the 
City,  replacement  of  one  type  of  industry  with  another  (industry  shifts),  as  well  as, 
replacement  of  existing  office  space  with  new  office  space.  The  employment  trend 
approach  makes  no  implicit  assumptions  concerning  occupancy  rates  or  actual  square 
footage  of  development  constructed;  rather,  it  generates  total  employment  increases 
from  a  standpoint  which  assigns  jobs  by  metropolitan  sector  (area)  based  upon 
extrapolation  of  past  trends  and  which  considers  long-term  industry  shifts  to,  within,  and 
away  from  each  area. 

Note  that  neither  of  the  two  approaches  has  attempted  to  project  future  changes  in  modal 
split. 

To  illustrate  the  differences  in  projections  resulting  from  the  two  approaches,  Table  C-2 

(page  )  shows  the  total  employment  projections  by  the  two  methods  (and  the  project's 

share  thereof),  the  regional  distribution  of  trips,  and  Muni's  share  of  the  new  transit  travel 
(and  the  project's  share  thereof). 

As  shown  in  the  table,  the  employment  trend  approach  predicts  about  1 9%  fewer 
employees  in  the  downtown  and  about  one  percent  less  riders  on  the  Muni  than  does  the 
land-use  approach.  The  employment  trend  approach  would  thus  approximate  the  transit 
demand  impacts  discussed  on  pages  of  the  EIR. 

Several  considerations  concerning  both  of  the  methods  need  to  be  noted.  The  land-use 
approach,  as  it  has  been  applied  in  San  Francisco  EIRs,  analyzes  impacts  for  the  p.m.  peak 
hour,  whereas  the  employment  trend  approach  analyzes  the  a.m.  peak.  Several  reasons 
exist  as  to  why  one  peak  (or  the  other)  may  be  the  better  one  to  analyze. 

First,  the  p.m.  peak  may  be  more  useful  to  analyze,  in  that  actual  observation  shows  that 
the  p.m.  peak  has  a  greater  overall  effect  on  the  local  street  network  and  transit  system 
in  the  downtown  area'than  does  the  a.m.  peak,  as  more  travel  takes  place  during  the  p.m. 
peak.  Also,  transit  service  is  more  inclined  to  differ  from  scheduled  times  during  the  p.m. 
peak  than  during  the  a.m.  peak,  as  operational  delays  have  had  an  8-  to  10-hour  period 
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TABLE  C-2 

COMPARISONS  OF  LAND-USE  AND  EMPLOYMENT  TREND  APPROACHES 


Downtown 

Employment  Project 

Approach           Increase  Share 

Land  Use            69,000  0.9% 


Empl.  Trend4      56,100  1.0% 


Regional  Trip  Share 
S.F.     Pen.      E.B.  N.B. 


Muniz 
Peak-hour  Project** 
Increase  Share 


49% 


54% 


1 6%  24% 


19%    21  % 


1% 

0% 


12,750 
(trips) 

12,900s 
(trips) 


1.0% 
0.9% 


NOTE:  As  explained  in  the  text,  comparisons  between  the  entries  for  the  two  approaches 
must  be  made  with  the  understanding  that  the  land-use  approach  reflects  increases  in 
employment  and  transit  demand  based  solely  upon  increases  in  downtown  office  space, 
while  the  employment  trend  approach  reflects  total  increases  therein  based  upon 
historical  trends.  The  differences  among  the  regional  trip  share  figures  reflect  these  and 
the  other  differences  between  the  two  approaches. 


Employment  generated  by  the  proposed  project,  as  a  percent  of  the  cumulative  downtown 
employment  increase. 

The  Muni  peak-hour  increase  is  a  demand  projection  (based  upon  existing  and  long-term 
employment  trends)  that  is  not  dependent  upon  available  or  expected  transit  capacity. 

; 

Muni  peak-hour  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  project,  as  a  percent  of  the  cumulative 
downtown  Muni  peak-hour  increase. 

These  figures,  represent  the  worst-case  analysis  under  the  employment  trend  approach 
reviewed  and  accepted  by  MTC,  ABAG  and  Muni.  Note  that  the  land-use  approach 
entries  assume  that  an  additional  net  new  17.3  million  gross  square  feet  of  office  space 
will  come  on  line  by  late  1990. 

'Based  on  54  percent  regional  trip  split  to  San  Francisco  (worst-case). 
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over  which  to  accumulate.  Finally,  the  on-ramps  to  the  freeway /bridge  system  are 
greater  bottlenecks  (in  the  p.m.  peak)  than  are  the  off-ramps  (in  the  a.m.  peak). 

Conversely,  the  peaking  characteristics  of  the  a.m.  peak  may  be  more  useful  in  that  they 
are  much  sharper  than  those  of  the  p.m.  peak  (i.e.,  a  greater  percentage  of  the  peak- 
period  occurs  during  a  single  hour).  Also,  as  a  result  of  the  bridge  system  into  San 
Francisco,  travel  inbound  into  the  City  is  much  easier  to  document,  as  tolls  are  collected 
on  the  inbound  direction  on  the  Golden  Gate  and  Bay  Bridges.  Finally,  a  greater 
proportion  of  the  travel  occurring  during  the  a.m.  peak  is  employment-related;  the  p.m. 
peak  includes  shopping  and  pleasure  trips  which  are  not  directly  affected  by  increased 
office  space. 

The  land-use  approach,  as  it  has  been  used  in  this  Draft  EIR,  examines  the  p.m.  peak 
because  it  has  been  observed  to  be  the  worst  case  for  congestion  on  the  City 
transportation  system.  This  analysis  does  not  reflect  the  spreading  of  the  p.m.  peak  that 
is  currently  occurring,  as  all  of  the  new  trips  have  been  assumed  to  take  place  in  a  single 
hour. 

While  the  land-use  approach  assumes  all  new  office  space  is  fully  occupied,  the 
assumption  of  a  functional  vacancy  rate  of  five  percent  is  not  uncommon.  With  17.3 
million  square  feet  of  new  office  space  assumed  in  the  land-use  approach  to  be  occupied 
by  1990,  a  five  percent  vacancy  would  amount  to  approximately  865,000  square  feet, 
representing  3,460  employees  (at  250  square  feet  per  employee),  700  of  which  would  ride 
Muni  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  This  adjustment  for  vacancy  would  thus  reduce  Muni  peak- 
hour  impacts  in  the  cumulative  analysis  stated  above  by  these  700  riders. 

The  land-use  approach  calculations  have  assumed  transit  capacity  to  be  fixed  at  existing 
levels.  The  OER  memorandum^  points  out,  "It  should  be  recognized  that  transportation  is 
a  more  'elastic'  resource  with  many  options  for  expansion  including  increasing  existing 
capacity  by  using  articulated  vehicles,  expanded  car  pool  and  van  pool  programs  and 
increasing  the  peak  commuter  period  through  flex-time  programs,  among  others." 

If  future  office  development  does  not  occur  along  the  lines  of  the  past  long-term  trends  as 
assumed  in  the  employment  trend  approach,  then  the  projections  made  in  Working  Paper  I 
would  be  revised.  The  average  annual  growth  during  the  period  1965-1980  was  less  than 
the  growth  per  year  proposed,  approved,  or  under  construction  for  the  period  1980-1984. 
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The  employment  trend  approach  assumes  average  growth  through  1990  would  be  at  the 
lower  historic  rate,  reflecting  activity  fluctuations  from  the  current  rate  including 
slowdowns  due  to  changing  business  conditions. 

Until  a  forecast  exists  to  determine  how  the  current  decade's  cycle  of  development  may 
differ  from  the  past,  a  judgment  of  the  applicability  of  results  from  Working  Paper  I  may 
not  be  made.  Consequently,  this  EIR  has  retained  the  land-use  approach  and  presented 
this  comparison  of  the  employment  trend  approach.  Both  methods  should  be  looked  upon 
as  describing  potential  scenarios  of  future  conditions. 


The  regional  distribution,  office  trip  generation,  trip  purpose  and  peak  hour  percentage 
are  from  Attachment  I  of  the  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Impact  Review, 
Transportation  Impacts,  Department  of  City  Planning,  October  1980  and  the  modal  split 
assignment  is  from  Attachment  2  supplemented  by  survey  data  collected  by 
Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 

Retail  trip  generation  is  from  Trip  Generation,  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers 
(ITE),  1979.  Rates  have  been  adjusted  from  vehicle  trip  ends  to  person  trip  ends  based 
upon  an  assumed  vehicle  occupancy  of  1.4  persons  per  vehicle.  The  survey  of  retail  travel 
was  conducted  by  Environmental  Science  Associates  at  Embarcadero  Center  on  Thursday, 
June  17,  1 982  between  10:00  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m. 

The  percentage  of  work  and  non-work  trips  is  from  the  Guidelines  (see  note  I)  and  from 
Urban  Travel  Patterns  for  Hospitals,  Universities,  Office  Buildings,  and  Capitols,  Report 
No.  62,  National  Cooperative  Highway  Research  Program. 

East  Bay  auto  occupancy  is  from  data  collected  at  the  Bay  Bridge  toll  plaza  by  the 
Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission;  North  Bay  auto  occupancy  is  from  data 
collected  at  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  toll  plaza  by  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and 
Transportation  District;  Southern  Peninsula  auto  occupancy  is  an  estimate  from  Caltrans. 

The  occupancy  rate  is  from  The  Downtown  Traffic  and  Parking  Study,  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Works,  1970. 

Department  of  City  Planning,  Working  Paper  I,  Projection  of  Long-range  Transportation 
Demand,  May  1982,  prepared  in  cooperation  with  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  (MTC),  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  and  the  Municipal 
Railway  (Muni).  Employment  trend  data  was  compiled  by  ABAG  from  trends  in  County 
Business  Pattern  (U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  Bureau  of  the  Census,  March  1 2,  1979), 
with  1979  as  the  base  year  for  future  projections  and  regional  distributions.  Modal  split 
data  are  from  the  I  975  Travel  Survey  prepared  by  MTC. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER),  has  issued  a 
memorandum,  dated  July  2,  1982,  dealing  with  the  subject  of  the  differences  in  the  land- 
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use  and  employment  trend  approaches,  and  recommending  that  both  approaches  be  used  in 
future  EIRs  to  give  a  more  balanced  assessment  of  future  peak  transportation  demand. 
This  memorandum  is  on  file  with  and  available  from  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review, 
450  McAllister  Street,  5th  Floor.  The  memorandum  calls  out  some  of  the  fundamental 
differences  between  the  two  approaches  and  also  details  the  limitations  of  each  approach. 
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APPENDIX  D 
CUMULATIVE  DEVELOPMENT 


The  list  of  projects  shown  in  Table  D-l,  page  A-94  includes  all  office  projects  in  the 
greater  downtown  area  and  the  South  of  Market  area  that  are  under  construction  or  have 
been  approved,  and  all  projects  for  which  a  Preliminary  Draft  EIR  has  been  submitted  to 
the  City  for  review  or  for  which  plans  are  well  defined,  and  all  office  projects  in 
redevelopment  areas  that  are  under  construction  or  for  which  Land  Disposition 
Agreements  have  been  approved  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission.  Projects  that  were  not  definitive  and/or  appear  to  be  inactive  or  withdrawn 
by  the  project  sponsor  were  not  included  in  the  cumulative  analyses. 

Two  redevelopment  areas  (Yerba  Buena  Center  and  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach)  and  one 

private  development  (Mission  Bay)  are  located  in  or  near  the  greater  downtown  area.  In 

the  redevelopment  areas  the  majority  of  building  sites  do  not  yet  have  Land  Disposition 

Agreements  (LDA)  approved.  Until  such  time  as  specific  LDA's  are  approved,  no  estimate 

of  travel  demand  can  be  made.    (Thus,  parcels  for  which  no  LDA  exists  have  not  been 

included  in  the  cumulative  analyses.)    Development  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC) 

Redevelopment  Area  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan,  as 

amended.    Possible  land  uses  that  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 

Redevelopment  Area  Plan  include  commercial  entertainment,  convention  facility  (in 

place),    cultural,    downtown    support    service,   exhibit/ballroom   space,    hotel  rooms, 

institutional,  light  industry,  market-rate  dwelling  units,  subsidized  dwelling  units,  office, 

park  or  plaza,  pedestrian  concourse,  parking  and,  retail.'  Possible  land  uses  in  the  Rincon 

Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area  include  hotel,  housing,  office,  open  space,  public 

2 

parking,  retail  and,  warehouse  uses.  Mission  Bay  has  not  been  included  in  the  cumulative 
analyses  as  no  application  has  been  submitted  to  the  City  and  it  is  uncertain  what  formal 
proposal  may  be  made. 

Existing  office  and  retail  space  that  would  be  replaced  by  new  buildings  was  subtracted 
from  the  proposed  new  construction  to  better  approximate  the  impacts  the  new  buildings 
would  have  on  transportation  facilities.  As  shown  in  Table  D-2,  net  new  office  and  retail 
space  is  less  than  total  new  construction  as  a  result  of  subtracting  out  existing  office  and 
retail  space  on  sites  proposed  for  new  buildings.  ("Net  new"  space  is  used  to  refer  to  the 
amount  of  new  construction  in  excess  of  existing  space  on  each  site  in  terms  of  gross 
square  feet  of  floor  space.  It  does  not  refer  to  net  leasable  or  net  rentable  floor  space.) 
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APPENDIX  D 

(continued) 


Land  uses  from  Draft  Second  Supplement  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report,  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  May  28,  1982. 

Land  uses  from  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Area,  San  Francisco, 
California,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report/  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  certified  November  5,  1980. 


TABLE  D-2 

GROSS  SQUARE  FEET  OF  CUMULATIVE  OFFICE  AND  RETAIL 
DEVELOPMENT  IN  DOWNTOWN  SAN  FRANCISCO  AS  OF  JANUARY  27,  1982 


Office  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.) 


Status  of  Project 


Total  New 
Construction 


Net  New 
Construction 


Retail  (Gross  Sq.  Ft.) 


Total  New 
Construction 


Net  New 
Construction 


Under  Formal  Review  3,972,870 

Approved  5 , 86 1 , 750 

Under  Construction  8,935,750 

GRAND  TOTALS  18,770,370 


3,607,570 
5,090,200 
8,557,050 
17,254,820 


302,500 
264,700 
283,350 
850,550 


227,000 


203,860 


58,350 


589,210 
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TABLE  D-3 

MAJOR  OFFICE  BULDING  CONSTRUCTION 
IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  (IN  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET) 


Year 


Total  Gross 
Square  Feet 
Completed 


5- Year 
Total 


5-Year 
Annual 
Average 


Cumulative 
Total  of 
Office 
Buildings^ 


Cumulative 
Total  of  All 

Downtown 
Office 

Buildings 


Pre- 1 960 


28,145,000  24,175,000 


960 
961 
962 
963 
964 


1,183,000 
270,000 


1,413,000 


960-1964 


2,866,000 
(2,580,000) 


573,200 
(516,000) 


30,725,000  26,754,000 


1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 


1,463,000 
973,000 
1,453,000 
1,234,000 
3,256,000 


1965-1969 


8,379,000 


,675,800 


(7,541,000)'    (1,508,000)'    38,266,000  34,295,000 


1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 


I ,853,000 

1,961,000 
2,736,000 
2,065,000 


1970-1974 


8,615,000  . 
(7,753,000)' 


1,723,000 
(1,550,000)' 


46,019,000  42,048,000 


(continued) 
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TABLE  D-3 


MAJOR  OFFICE  BULDING  CONSTRUCTION 
IN  SAN  FRANCISCO  (IN  GROSS  SQUARE  FEET) 
(continued) 


Year 

Total  Gross 
Square  Feet 
Completed 

5-Year 
Total 

5- Year 
Annual 
Average 

Cumulative 
Total  of 
All  Office 
Buildings 

Cumulative 
Total  of  All 

Downtown 
Office 

Buildings 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1  979 

17// 

536,000 
2,429,000 
2,660,000 

?  S3?  000 

1975-1979 

8,157,000 
(7,341,000)' 

1,631,400 
(1,468,000)' 

53,360,000 

49,389,000 

1980 
1981 
1982 

1,284,000 
3,029,000 
3,771,000 

1980-1982 

8,084,0004 
(7,275,600)' 

2,694,7004, 
(2,425,200)' 

60,635,600 

56,559,600 

Total  net  square  feet  (90%  of  gross).  Net  new  space  is  added  at  an  increase  factor  of 
90%,  since  it  is  assumed  that  space  equal  to  10%  of  a  new  building  is  demolished  to  make 
land  available  for  the  new  replacement  building 

i 

Source:  San  Francisco  Downtown  Zoning  Study,  Working  Paper  No.  I,  January  1966, 
Appendix  Table  I,  Part  I.  For  pre- 1 965,  data  include  the  area  bounded  by  Vallejo, 
Franklin,  Central  Skyway,  Bryant  and  Embarcadero.  Also  includes  one-third  of  retail- 
office  mixed  use.  For  post-1964,  data  include  the  entire  city. 

Gross  Floor  Space  for  downtown  offices  are  included  for  the  following  functional  areas: 
Financial,  Retail,  Hotel,  Jackson  Square,  Golden  Gateway,  Civic  Center,  South  of 
Market,  and  Outer  Market  Street  as  defined  in  the  cited  January  1966  report.  For  post- 
1964,  the  entire  area  east  of  Franklin  Street  is  included. 

Three-year  total  and  average. 

SOURCE:  Department  of  City  Planning,  March  15,  1983 
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